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SUMMARY 


The  Northwest  Red  Line  Extension  and  Alewife  station  is  scheduled  to 
open  in  1985. 

During  the  period  when  the  Alewife  transit  station  and  garage  were 
being  planned,  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works  was  concurrently 
planning  a  major  highway  improvements  project  for  the  Route  2/Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  corridor.    The  MDPW  project  proposed  to  provide  direct  ramps  to  the 
transit  station/garage  from  Route  2.     The  highway  improvements  project, 
experiencing  many  delays,  is  currently  in  the  environmental  analysis  stage. 

In  the  1977  Red  Line  EIS,  it  was  stated  that  Alewife  station  could 
operate  with  access  from  local  streets.    Road  improvements  proposed  as  part  of 
the  Red  Line  project  were,  at  the  time,  deemed  adequate  to  service  station  and 
garage  traffic  alone. 

In  the  years  since  the  Red  Line  EIS  analysis  was  performed,  extensive 
land  development  activity  has  and  is  continuing  to  occur  at  Alewife.  Major  new 
office  space  is  under  construction  and  planning  is  actively  underway  on  other 
large  projects  in  the  immediate  station  area.  Public  concern  over  opening  the 
new  Alewife  Station  and  2,000  car  garage,  with  the  highway  improvements  several 
years  from  implementation,  has  lead  the  State  to  re-examine  the  ability  of  the 
station  to  function  without  additional  access  improvements. 

In  March  1984,  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  issued  on  a 
proposal  to  provide  interim  access  to  the  station  until  the  major  permanent 
highway  improvements  would  be  built.  The  report  listed  a  number  of  alternatives 
including  No  Build.  On  the  advice  of  the  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Com- 
mittee, the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and  Construction  has  selected  Alterna- 
tive 4  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  providing  the  interim  access  to  the 
Alewife/Station  Garage. 

The  proposed  Interim  Access  alternative  selected  consists  of  a 
separate  inbound  and  outbound  station  ramps,  signalization  of  the  Route  2 
rotary,  and  providing  new  pedestrian  and  bicycle  connections  to  the  station.  An 
inbound  ramp  would  run  from  Route  2  at  the  Arthur  D.  Little  complex  across  the 
Alewife  Brook  Reservation,  adjacent  to  Route  2,  and  then  run  over  the  Lexington 
Branch  Railroad  Right-of-Way  to  the  station  then  connecting  to  Rindge  Avenue 
Extension.    An  outbound  ramp  would  run  from  the  West  Roadway,  under  the  Alewife 
Brook  Parkway,  across  W.  R.  Grace  property  to  a  reconstructed  signalized  Dewey  & 
Almy  Rotary. 

The  major  congestion  intersections  in  the  area  are  the  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  with  the  Concord  Turnpike  (Route  2)  and  with  Rindge  Avenue  Extension. 
For  the  AM  peak  period  in  the  1987  analysis  year,  the  preferred  alternative  will 
remove  1,223  vehicles  form  the  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  intersection  with  the 
total  Parkway  volume  reduced  to  2,613  vehicles.    Thus,  the  Parkway  volume  is 
reduced  by  37  percent.    These  substantial  reductions  would  allow  for  relatively 
unimpeded  access  to  the  station. 

This  Final  Environmental  Report  summarizes  the  Alternatives  analysis 
process,  describes  the  preferred  alternative  in  detail,  and  responds  to  comments 
made  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
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I    PROJECT  CONTEXT 


The  heavily  used  Red  Line  rapid  transit  subway  is  currently  being 
extended  from  Harvard  Square  to  a  new  terminal  and  2,000  car  parking  garage  at 
Alewife  Brook  Parkway.    This  location  was  selected  because  it  is  a  logical 
inter-modal  transfer  point  near  the  junction  of  Route  2  and  Alewife  Brook  Park- 
way.   Route  2  is  a  major  radial  route  serving  the  northwest  quadrant  of  the 
Boston  metropolitan  region.    Alewife  Brook  Parkway  is  a  link  in  a  circumferen- 
tial set  of  parkways  looping  the  Boston  area  (Figure  I-A). 

The  station  is  located  in  an  area  where  a  major  eight-lane  expressway 
must  transition  into  a  four-lane  parkway  system.    At  this  time  the  transition  is 
abrupt  and  unsafe.    High  traffic  volumes  overwhelm  the  area  roadway  network 
resulting  in  congested  operations,  particularly  during  peak  hours. 

In  addition,  the  station  is  located  in  an  environmentally  sensitive 
area.    The  station  is  within  a  100-year  flood  plain  which  experiences  frequent 
flooding.     It  is  adjacent  to  wetlands  and  abuts  the  Metropolitan  District 
Commission's  Alewife  Brook  Reservation. 

During  the  period  when  the  Alewife  transit  station  and  garage  were 
being  planned,  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works  was  concurrently 
planning  a  major  highway  improvements  project  for  the  Route  2/Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  corridor.    Along  with  highway  safety  and  access  improvements,  the  MDPW 
project  proposed  to  provide  direct  ramps  to  the  transit  garage  from  Route  2. 
The  goal  was  to  construct  the  transit  and  roadway  projects  simultaneously. 
However,  the  Red  Line  Extension  and  Alewife  station  plans  have  been  implemented, 
with  the  inauguration  of  service  scheduled  for  1985.    The  highway  improvements 
project,  experiencing  many  delays,  is  currently  in  the  environmental  analysis 
stage. 

In  the  1977  Red  Line  EIS  it  was  stated  that  access  to  the  Alewife 
parking  garage  would  be  from  existing  streets.    To  assist  the  station  and  garage 
to  function  within  the  existing  roadway  network,  the  Alewife  station  project 
incorporated  some  improvements  to  the  Rindge  Avenue  intersection  and  one  of  the 
Parkway  bridges.    Road  improvements  proposed  as  part  of  the  Red  Line  project 
were,  at  the  time,  expected  to  be  adequate  to  service  station  and  garage  traffic 
alone. 

In  the  years  since  the  Red  Line  EIS  analysis  was  performed,  extensive 
land  development  activity  has  and  is  continuing  to  occur  at  Alewife.    Major  new 
office  space  is  under  construction  and  planning  is  actively  underway  on  other 
large  projects  in  the  immediate  station  area.    In  1977  land  development  plans 
for  the  Alewife  area  were  only  on  paper.    Today,  in  the  Triangle  area  alone,  a 
steel  fabricating  shop  has  been  converted  to  a  multi -story  office  building  and 
is  occupied;  a  second  office  building  has  been  completed  and  is  available  for 
occupancy  and  two  more  are  in  the  design  stage.    Access  to  all  these  develop- 
ments is  also  solely  via  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway/Rindge  Avenue  intersection. 

In  addition  to  local  traffic  volumes,  through  traffic  is  steadily 
increasing  resulting  in  heavy  peak-period  congestion  and  traffic  diversions  to 
local  streets. 
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Public  concern  over  opening  the  new  Alewife  Station  and  2,000  car 
garage,  with  the  highway  improvements  several  years  from  implementation,  has 
lead  the  State  to  re-examine  the  ability  of  the  station  to  function  without 
additional  access  improvements.  The  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and 
Construction  (EOTC)  decided  to  evaluate  the  need  to  provide  improved  access  to 
the  station  and  garage,  to  serve  on  an  interim  basis  until  improvements  to 
Route  2  and  permanent  access  to  the  garage  could  be  provided. 

The  basic  objectives  of  any  interim  improvements  would  be  to  assure 
maximum  station  accessibility  for  cars,  buses  and  pedestrians  and  to  insure  that 
station  operations  do  not  exacerbate  existing  traffic  congestion  in  the 
immediate  area. 

This  evaluation  has  focused  particularly  on  traffic  benefits, 
prospects  for  early  implementation,  environmental  impacts  and  costs.    The  MBTA 
was  directed  by  the  EOTC  to  serve  as  the  agency  responsible  for  conducting  the 
evaluation,    the  MBTA  has  prepared  and  circulated  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  and  comments  have  been  received. 

This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  responds  to  those  comments  and 
includes  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  the  preferred  alternative  selected. 
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II    THE  ALTERNATIVES  ANALYSIS  PROCESS 


A.      EVALUATION  CRITERIA 

Several   objectives  and  criteria  were  established  to  guide  the 
development  of  this  project: 

1.  The  basic  purpose  of  the  interim  improvements   is  to  optimize 
functioning  of  and  maximize  access  to  the  MBTA  station  and  garage. 

2.  The  interim  improvements  should  provide  for  the  flow  of  pedestrians 
and  bicyclists  between  the  station  and  surrounding  residential 
neighborhoods  and  places  of  employment. 

3.  The  interim  improvements  should,  to  the  extent  possible  avoid  points 
of  high  existing  congestion  as  they  channel  station  generated  traffic. 

4.  The  interim  improvements  should  be  able  to  be  implemented  as  soon  as 
possible,  preferably  in  time  for  the  garage  opening. 

5.  The  interim  improvements  should  be  built  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

6.  The  interim  improvements  impacts  on  the  MDC  Reservation,  on  wetlands 
and  on  the  flood  plain's  capability  for  retaining  flood  waters  are 
essential  elements  in  the  evaluation  of  the  alternatives. 

7.  Although  the  primary  purpose  of  the  interim  improvements  is  to  serve 
station  generated  traffic,  their  design  should  be  adequate  to  absorb 
both  the  Alewife  station  garage  and  area  development  traffic  which  may 
find  use  of  the  interim  improvements  more  convenient  than  any 
alternative  available  routes  during  the  interim  period. 

8.  Any  temporary  roads  should  facilitate  rather  than  impede  the  earliest 
possible  completion  of  permanent  road  improvements. 

9.  As  per  directive  from  MEPA,  update  development  assumptions  made  in 
previous  EIR  as  a  basis  for  the  traffic  projections  for  this  project. 
See  Table  II-A. 


B.      TRAFFIC  ANALYSIS 

The  AM  and  PM  high  peak  hour  traffic  flows  present  the  most  proble- 
matic traffic  operations  conditions  at  Alewife— particularly  as  it  relates  to 
the  optimum  functioning  of  the  new  transit  facility.    Traffic  analyses  confirm 
that  the  major  points  of  congestion  are  and  will  continue  to  be  the  Rindge 
Avenue  Extension/Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection  and  the  Route  2  rotary. 
Calculations  show  that  the  intersections—particularly  at  Rindge,  are  operating 
at  over  capacity  conditions.    Demand  projections  indicate  future  traffic  volumes 
at  these  intersections  will  increase.    The  right-turn  volumes  into  Rindge  Avenue 
Extension  in  the  morning  and  the  left  turn  out  of  Rindge  in  the  evening  were 
found  to  be  the  predominant  constraints  on  the  station/garage  operations.  Thus 
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any  efforts  to  maximize  station  accessibility  for  transit  users  arriving  by 
park-ride,  kiss-ride  or  bus  modes  needed  to  focus  on:    (1)  providing  alternate 
access  routes  which  bypass  these  congestion  points;  (2)  increasing  the  capacity 
of  the  intersections  for  handling  traffic;  and/or  (3)  reducing  the  amount  of 
traffic  travelling  through  the  critical  congestion  points. 


C.      EVALUATION  PROCESS 

An  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee  (ATAC)  was  formed 
September  1984  to  advise  the   Executive   Office  of  Transportation  and 
Construction,    the  Massachusetts   Department   of  Public   Works,    and  the 
Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority  as  they  proceeded  with  their 
transportation  plans  for  the  Alewife  area.    The  ATAC  members  represented  the 
following  groups  and  agencies: 

o      Town  of  Arlington 

o      Town  of  Belmont 

o      City  of  Cambridge 

o      Alewife  area  business  organization 

o      Environmental  organization 

o      Legislative  appointments  for: 

Arl ington 

Belmont 

Cambridge 

o      Joint  Regional  Transportation  Committee 

o      Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

o      Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction 

A  listing  of  the  ATAC  members  and  their  affiliations  is  found  in 
Appendix  C. 

The  Environmental  Notification  Form  filed  for  this  project  identified 
two  conceptual  alternatives  for  accomplishing  the  goal  of  providing  interim 
access.    The  first  of  these,  Alternative  1,  involved  an  alignment  from  the  Ale- 
wife Station  and  Garage  complex  northerly  over  the  existing  subway  tunnel  then 
westerly  across  a  parking  area  used  by  A.  D.  Little  to  Acorn  Park  Road,  which 
runs  northerly  to  Route  2.    The  second  alignment  identified  in  the  Environmental 
Notification  Form  ran  northerly  on  structure  from  the  station  and  garage  complex 
over  the  existing  subway  tunnel  directly  to  Route  2.    This  option  is  identified 
as  Alternative  2.    The  scope  for  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  issued  by  the 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  in  October  1983  requested  that  in 
addition  to  the  base  case  or  No  Build  alternative,  a  third  alignment  be  con- 
sidered which  would  run  easterly  from  the  Station  and  Garage  Complex  along  the 
former  Fitchburg  Freight  Cut-off  railroad  right-of-way,  under  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  and  then  northerly  to  a  connection  with  Alewife  Brook  Parkway. 

In  considering  the  No  Build,  the  two  alternatives  proposed  in  the 
Environmental  Notification  Form  and  the  third  proposed  by  the  EOEA,  the  ATAC 
first  recommended  an  expanded  set  of  alternatives  to  consider: 

No  Build 

1.     MBTA  R-O-W,  A.  D.  Little  Parking  Lot  and  Acorn  Park  Road 
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la.    MBTA  R-O-W  at  Grade  and  Parallel  to  Route  2 

lb.    Permanent  Route  2  Inbound  Ramp  for  Interim  Two-Way  Use 

2.  Structure  on  MBTA  R-O-W  to  Route  2 

3.  Existing  Haul  Road  to  Whittemore  Avenue 
3a.    Existing  Haul  Road  to  Dewey-Almy  Circle 

4.  Combination  of  1  and  3a 
Median  Ramp  Alternative 
Thorndike  Loop  Alternative 

The  ATAC  met  regularly  and  discussed  all  alternatives  in  detail. 
Detailed  minutes  of  all  meetings  were  kept  and  reviewed  by  ATAC  members  for 
accuracy.    To  assist  the  ATAC  members  in  their  deliberations,  each  alternative 
was  subjected  to  technical  analysis  by  the  consultants  and  ATAC  members  were 
furnished  with  sketch  plans,  interim  working  memos  and  analysis  matrices. 

The  Mystic  River  Watershed  Association  submitted  a  memo  to  ATAC 
requesting  that  a  non-structural  alternative  be  considered.    This  alternative 
consisted  of  a  series  of  transportation  system  management  actions  designed  to 
control  traffic  growth  and  movement  until  the  permanent  MDPW  highway  improve- 
ments were  in  place.    This  concept  was  discussed  extensively  and  subjected  to  an 
analysis  by  the  consultants. 

A  result  of  these  committee  deliberations,  agreement  was  reached  by 
the  ATAC  to  retain  the  No  Build  and  Alternatives  1,  2,  3a  and  4  for  further 
analysis.    This  continued  analysis  resulted  in  the  preparation  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  in  which  the  retained  alternatives  were  further 
defined  and  analyzed. 

The  DEIR  was  circulated,  with  comments  received  from  fourteen  agencies 
and  individuals.  Briefings  were  given  to  elected  officials  of  all  three  abut- 
ting cities  and  towns  and  to  their  Conservation  Commissions.  The  MAPC  and  JRTC 
were  also  briefed.  During  the  DEIR  public  review  period,  the  ATAC  at  its  meet- 
ing of  April  25,  1984  reached  a  consensus  that  Alternative  4  was  its  preferred 
alternative.  The  Mystic  River  Watershed  Association  was  the  single  dissenting 
member.    A  copy  of  the  minutes  of  that  meeting  is  included  in  Appendix  C. 


D.      ALTERNATIVES  NOT  RETAINED 

The  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee  considered  several 
alternatives,  then  based  upon  technical  design  work,  traffic  analysis  and 
environmental  considerations  agreed  to  drop  a  number  of  them  from  further 
consideration.    These  alternatives  were: 

la     MBTA  R-O-W  at  Grade  and  Parallel  to  Route  2 

lb     Permanent  Route  2  Inbound  Ramp  for  Interim  Two-Way  Use 

3      Existing  Haul  Road  to  Whittemore  Avenue 

Median  Ramp  Alternative 

Thorndike  Loop  Alternative 

These  alternatives  are  shown  in  Figure  1 1 -A .  A  brief  description  of  them 
follows. 
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ALTERNATIVE  la  -  MBTA  R-O-W  AT  GRADE  AND  PARALLEL  TO  ROUTE  2 


A  two-lane  at-grade  roadway  extending  northerly  from  the  Alewife  Garage 
West  Roadway,  crossing  the  Little  River  on  a  temporary  structure  over  the 
in-place  subway  structure,  then  turning  westerly  along  the  Route  2  embank- 
ment, joining  Route  2  at  a  temporary  signalized  oblique  intersection. 
Westbound  Route  2  traffic  would  not  require  signalization;  it  would  merge 
with  westbound  traffic  from  the  temporary  roadway  after  the  latter  has 
emerged,  on  the  left,  from  a  parallel  acceleration  lane.    Peak  hour  Route  2 
traffic  queuing  would  occur  only  on  the  inbound  side. 

The  oblique  intersection  design  was  considered  by  the  MDPW  and  the  City  of 
Cambridge  to  be  a  safety  hazard  which  should  be  avoided.    The  ATAC  felt 
that  an  alignment  should  be  sought  which  would  (1)  permit  a  right-angle 
intersection  and  (2)  provide  a  less  constrained  construction  site  for  the 
proposed  permanent  inbound  access  ramp  and  the  reconstruction  of  Route  2. 

ALTERNATIVE  lb  -  PERMANENT  ROUTE  2  RAMP  FOR  INTERIM  USE 

A  permanent  two-lane  roadway  extending  northerly  from  the  Alewife  Garage 
West  Roadway  on  the  alignment  previously  proposed  by  the  MDPW  for  its 
proposed  permanent  inbound  station  ramp.    It  would  be  on  a  low  structure 
across  the  Little  River  and  the  wetlands,  and  its  alignment  parallel  to 
Route  2  would  be  southerly  enough  to  permit  later  relocation  of  the  inbound 
Route  2  lanes  by  the  MDPW.    The  intersection  with  Route  2  would  be 
temporary,  similar  to  Alternative  la,  to  permit  interim  two-way  operation. 
Thus,  traffic  impacts  would  be  comparable  to  Alternative  la. 

This  alternative  consists  of  a  temporary  two-way  signalized  intersection 
with  Route  2  and  permanent  ramps  which  eventually  would  become  one-way 
inbound.    Under  these  circumstances  the  alternative  is  not  fully  divorced 
from  the  later  highway  project,  raising  questions  of  segmentation,  leaving 
design  questions  to  be  resolved  as  part  of  the  road  project  and  reducing 
the  flexibility  available  for  the  later  project.    Construction  costs  would 
be  higher  than  for  Alternative  la  with  no  improvement  in  the  critical 
Route  2  signalized  intersection. 

ALTERNATIVE  3  -  EXISTING  HAUL  ROAD  TO  WHITTEMORE  AVENUE 

A  two-lane  roadway  generally  at  the  present  grade  and  on  the  present  align- 
ment of  the  Haul  Road  from  the  Alewife  Garage  West  Roadway  to  a  temporary 
signalized  intersection  at  Whittemore  Avenue  and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway. 
The  roadway  would  pass  under  the  Parkway  through  a  culvert  with  a  12  foot 
clearance  being  installed  as  part  of  the  Red  Line  Station/Garage  project. 

Outbound  station  (and  triangle  development)  traffic  destined  for  Route  2 
and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  north  would  be  served.    AM  returning  buses  and 
kiss-ride  vehicles  could  also  use  it.    The  signal  would  cause  queuing  of 
northbound  Parkway  traffic  and  a  backup  into  Dewey-Almy  Circle  during  the 
PM  peak.    All  inbound  station  (and  triangle  development)  traffic  would 
continue  to  use  the  Rindge  Avenue  intersection. 
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This  alternative  was  considered  unacceptable  because  it  would  have  caused 
increased  traffic  at  Whittemore  Avenue;  it  is  the  only  alternative  which 
would  encourage  traffic  to  filter  through  on  local  residential  streets  to 
Massachusetts  Avenue;  and  it  is  the  only  alternative,  other  than  the 
No  Build,  which  would  provide  no  relief  to  the  AM  turning  movements  at 
Rindge  Avenue  extension. 

MEDIAN  RAMP  ALTERNATIVE  -  PERMANENT  ROUTE  2  RAMPS  AND  MBTA  R-O-W  AT  GRADE 

A  permanent  two-way  two-lane  road  at  grade  on  the  MBTA  R-O-W  northerly  to 
Route  2  then  rising  westerly  to  join  Route  2  on  a  widened  median,  with  one 
lane  inbound  and  one  lane  outbound. 

The  outbound  acceleration  lane  and  the  inbound  deceleration  lane  would  be 
to  the  left  of  the  respective  Route  2  passing  lanes,  a  potential  traffic 
hazard.    Inbound  and  outbound  station  traffic  would  have  their  respective 
lane  on  the  ramp  available  around  the  clock,  but  would  be  restricted  to  a 
single  lane  in  each  direction. 

Because  Route  2  construction  would  be  required  in  advance,  substantially 
delaying  the  construction  of  the  ramps  until  the  highway  environmental 
analysis  and  design  process  were  completed.    The  ATAC  did  not  consider  this 
alternative  to  be  an  interim  solution. 

SPAULDING  &  SLYE  PROPOSAL  -  MBTA  R-O-W  TO  THORNDIKE  STREET  AND  RIGHT  HAND  LOOP 

TO  ROUTE  2 

A  permanent  at-grade  roadway  extending  northerly  from  the  Alewife  Garage 
West  Roadway  over  the  MBTA  R-O-W  to  Thorndike  Street,  thence  easterly  in 
Thorndike  Street  and  the  old  Lexington  Branch-Freight  Cut-off  railroad 
right-of-way  and  ramping  up  on  embankment  to  join  Route  2  at  the  bridge 
over  the  MBTA  R-O-W.  An  option  is  a  smaller  radius  loop  traversing  the 
wetlands  on  structure.  All  outbound  garage  traffic  destined  for  Route  2 
would  use  this  ramp.  Inbound  garage  traffic  would  use  the  Parkway-Rindge 
Avenue  access  route. 

Although  this  alternative  would  provide  a  good  traffic  solution,  it  is  the 
only  alternative  that  impacts  the  East  Arlington  neighborhood  directly  as 
well  as  the  MDC  Reservation  and  the  wetlands  north  of  Route  2.    It  thus 
introduces  some  additional  impacts  avoided  by  all  other  alternatives. 


E.      ALTERNATIVES  RETAINED  FOR  DETAILED  ANALYSIS 

The  deliberations  of  the  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee 

resulted  in  a  set  of  five  alternatives  to  be  carried  forward  for  more  detailed 
analysis: 

No  Build 

1  MBTA  R-O-W,  A.  D.  Little  Parking  Lot  and  Acorn  Park  Road 

2  Structure  on  MBTA  R-O-W  to  Route  2 

3a  Existing  Haul  Road  to  Dewey-Almy  Circle 

4  Combination  of  1  and  3a 
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These  alternatives  are  shown  on  Figure  II-B  and  are  described  briefly 

below. 

In  addition,  it  was  requested  that  the  application  of  various  trans- 
portation systems  management  techniques  be  evaluated  to  determine  their  effec- 
tiveness as  a  supplement  to  either  the  Build  or  No  Build  options.    This  approach 
is  discussed  in  Section  F. 

NO  BUILD 

As  with  all  projects  undergoing  environmental  analysis,  the  EOEA  scoping 
for  the  project  required  that  the  analysis  of  the  No  Build  or  existing 
conditions  option  also  be  carried  through  the  evaluation  process  as  a  base 
case  for  comparison  purposes.    A  further  variation  of  the  No  Build  concept 
has  also  been  analyzed—the  so-called  "non-structural"  alternative  which 
involves  implementing  only  transportation  systems  management  techniques  to 
address  the  traffic  congestion  problem  at  Alewife.    This  option  is  analyzed 
in  Section  II-F. 

As  a  part  of  the  Red  Line  construction,  the  MBTA  has  planned  and  is 
constructing  a  series  of  improvements  to  the  street  system  abutting  the  new 
transit  station.    It  is  constructing  a  redesigned  and  improved  intersection 
of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  with  Rindge  Avenue  and  Rindge  Avenue  Extension,  a 
relocated  and  improved  Rindge  Avenue  Extension,  a  West  Roadway  serving  the 
access  points  to  the  station/garage  and  a  new  undercrossing  of  Alewife 
Brook  Parkway  on  the  right-of-way  of  the  former  Fitchburg  Frieght  Cut-off 
railroad.    The  No  Build  alternative  assumes  both  the  garage  and  these 
street  improvements  are  completed  and  operational. 

The  intersection  improvements  being  made  as  part  of  the  Red  Line  Extension 
Project  include  a  third  lane  for  right  turns  from  the  Parkway  southbound 
into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension,  a  third  lane  for  left  turns  from  the  Parkway 
northbound  into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension,  the  relocation  of  Rindge  Avenue 
Extension  closer  to  the  garage,  the  provision  of  two  exiting  lanes  on 
Rindge  Avenue,  the  provision  of  one  right  turn  lane  and  two  left  turn  lanes 
from  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  and  a  modern  traffic  signal  system. 

Selection  of  the  No  Build  alternative  would  mean  that  all  station  and 
garage  traffic  would  use  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Rindge  Avenue  Extension 
intersection.    Although  the  No  Build  is  an  attractive  option  in  that  it 
would  not  impact  parklands  or  wetlands,  traffic  analysis  revealed  that  the 
station  and  garage  could  not  function  efficiently.    The  AM  peak  hour  right 
turn  into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  and  the  PM  peak  hour  left  turn  out  of 
Rindge  Avenue  Extension  would  be  the  critical  traffic  movements.    Under  the 
No  Build  alternative,  1,845  AM  peak  hour  right  turns  would  be  required  to 
meet  the  demands  of  the  MBTA  station  and  the  triangle  developments.    A  free 
flowing  condition  for  the  right  turn  movement  would  mean  that  the  AM  peak 
hour  right  turn  movements  should  be  limited  to  750  vehicles. 

It  was  clear  to  the  AT  AC  that  dependence  on  the  No  Build  or  existing 
conditions  would  not  suffice.    Relief  of  the  congestion  at  the  Rindge 
Avenue  Extension-Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection  was  needed. 
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ALTERNATIVE  1  -  MBTA  R-O-W,  A.  D.  LITTLE  PARKING  LOT  AND  ACORN  PARK  ROAD 


This  alternative  has  the  following  characteristics: 

It  extends  northerly  over  the  MBTA  subway  from  the  Garage  West  Roadway  and 
at  the  grade  of  that  roadway,  crossing  the  Little  River  on  a  temporary 
structure,  and  continuing  to  a  point  about  80  feet  south  of  Route  2  where 
it  curves  to  the  west  and  rises  until  it  parallels  Route  2.    It  then  drops 
and  curves  southerly  into  the  northernmost  bay  of  the  A.  D.  Little  parking 
lot  where  a  new  T  intersection  would  allow  access  to  A.  D.  Little.  From 
that  point  the  road  continues  west  and  curves  northerly  to  right  angle 
intersection  with  Route  2  at  Acorn  Park  Road. 

The  intersection  between  the  access  road  and  Route  2  would  be  signalized. 
Westbound  traffic  from  the  garage  would  merge  with  westbound  Route  2 
traffic  in  two  acceleration  lanes  extending  westerly  from  the  Acorn  Park 
Road  to  a  point  near  the  pedestrian  overpass  over  Route  2. 

The  access  road  would  consist  of  one  lane  inbound  and  two  lanes  outbound 
between  the  Route  2  intersection  and  the  relocated  A.  D.  Little  intersec- 
tion.   From  that  point  to  the  station  the  road  would  provide  for  one  lane 
in  each  direction. 

This  alternative  would  involve  a  signalized  intersection  at  Route  2  and 
would  reduce  the  number  of  A.  D.  Little  parking  spaces. 

ALTERNATIVE  2  -  STRUCTURE  ON  MBTA  R-O-W  TO  ROUTE  2 

Alternative  2  would  be  a  three-lane  roadway  on  structure  over  the  MBTA  sub- 
way, rising  from  the  northerly  end  of  the  Alewife  Garage  West  Roadway  at  a 
four  percent  grade  until  it  reaches  the  elevation  of  Route  2  at  its  bridge 
over  the  MBTA  R-O-W.    Route  2  would  be  widened  at  the  bridge  by  converting 
the  two  sidewalks  to  roadway  pavement.    This  would  permit  the  provision  of 
a  two-lane  acceleration  lane  to  extend  westerly  from  the  intersection, 
allowing  a  merge  between  westbound  traffic  from  the  garage  and  westbound 
Route  2  traffic.    A  traffic  signal  would  be  required  to  control  eastbound 
Route  2  traffic.    Lane  use  on  the  ramp  would  be  one  lane  inbound  and  two 
lanes  outbound.    This  configuration  is  possible  because  AM  peak-hour  garage 
traffic  would  queue  in  the  garage  drum,  while  PM  peak-hour  queuing  would 
occur  at  the  Route  2  signal.    This  alternative  requires  modifications  to 
the  existing  Route  2  Bridge. 

This  alternative  was  specifically  designed  to  avoid  land  taking  from  the 
MDC  Reservation.    However,  the  safety,  traffic  operations  and  construc- 
tibility  problems  were  significant,  raising  questions  about  the  prudence  of 
this  alternative. 

Several  safety  issues  were  involved: 

o      The  design  would  require  the  elimination  of  both  existing  sidewalks  on 
Route  2. 
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o  With  relatively  poor  sight  distances,  drivers  coming  off  a  high-speed 
road  would  have  to  negotiate  a  right  turn  onto  a  down  ramp  located  on 
a  temporary  structure. 

o       Located  entirely  on  structure,  both  the  intersection  and  ramp  could 
encounter  icing  conditions  in  winter. 

o      A  new  intersection  would  be  introduced  at  a  point  of  poor  sight 
distances,  increasing  the  risk  of  rear  end  collisions. 

o      The  new  signalized  intersection  would  be  located  very  close  to  the 
rotary  and  potential  problems  of  traffic  queuing  into  the  Rotary 
during  PM  peak  hours  were  raised. 

Another  condition  was  considered  to  be  significant  to  the  ATAC  in  their 
downgrading  of  this  alternative.  The  Route  2  bridge  structure  this  alter- 
native would  convert  into  an  intersection  is  in  relatively  poor  condition. 
As  long  as  the  bridge  was  being  used  for  interim  access  purposes,  remedial 
actions  would  be  made  very  difficult.  This  alternative  would  also  likely 
impede  the  expeditious  completion  of  permanent  improvements. 

A  further  concern  noted  by  the  Mystic  River  Watershed  Association  was  that 
a  temporary  structure  at  this  location  would  have  a  negative  visual  impact 
on  the  MDC  Reservation. 

ALTERNATIVE  3a  -  EXISTING  HAUL  ROAD  AND  W.  R.  GRACE  PROPERTY  TO 

DEWEY-ALMY  CIRCLE 

This  alternative  would  make  use  of  the  former  freight  cut-off  R-O-W 
subsequently  used  as  a  haul  road  during  the  construction  of  the  Red  Line 
Extension. 

The  access  road  would  follow  the  R-O-W  of  the  haul  road  at  the  present 
grade  of  the  haul  road  from  the  northerly  end  of  the  Alewife  Garage  West 
Roadway  easterly  to  the  junction  of  the  east-west  haul  road  and  the 
north-south  haul  road  extending  through  W.  R.  Grace  property.    At  that 
point  it  would  turn  northerly  within  W.  R.  Grace  property  to  a  point 
opposite  the  center  of  the  Dewey-Almy  Circle.    There  it  would  curve 
westerly  and  rise  on  fill  to  meet  the  grade  of  a  modified  Route  2-Alewife 
Brook  Parkway  intersection.    The  present  circle  would  be  replaced  by  a 
three  or  four-phase  signalized  intersection  within  the  existing  rotary 
right-of-way  similar  to  other  intersections  built  by  the  MDC  to  replace 
traffic  circles. 

The  Red  Line  Extension  project  includes  the  replacement  of  the  old  Freight 
Cut-off  bridge  at  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  with  an  embankment  and  a  culvert 
with  a  12  foot  minimum  vertical  clearance  and  a  22  foot  minimum  horizontal 
clearance.    Alternative  3a  would  construct  a  roadway  through  the  culvert. 

The  access  road  would  be  adjacent  to  Yates  Pond  for  about  340  feet.  Storm 
water  drainage  from  the  roadway  into  Yates  Pond  would  be  prevented  (1)  by 
the  construction  of  a  retaining  wall  on  MBTA  property  between  the  road 
shoulder  and  Yates  Pond  and  (2)  by  superelevati ng  the  roadway  in  order  for 
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all  roadway  drainage  to  be  collected  in  a  gutter  on  the  garage  side  of  the 
roadway  which  in  turn  would  be  discharged  into  Alewife  Brook  at  a  point 
west  of  Yates  Pond. 

This  alternative  would  serve  only  outbound  garage  traffic.    Inbound  traffic 
to  the  garage  would  use  the  right-turn  lanes  from  Route  2  in  the  new 
intersection  and  from  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  to  Rindge  Avenue  Extension. 

ALTERNATIVE  4  -  COMBINATION  OF  1  AND  3a 

Each  of  the  above  described  alternatives  found  some  favor  with  members  of 
the  Alewife  Committee,  and  each  were  found  wanting  in  some  respects. 

Alternative  1  provided  the  most  direct  route  into  the  garage  with  little 
disturbance  to  Route  2  traffic  and  to  wetlands  and  park  lands.    However  as 
long  as  outbound  traffic  were  to  use  it,  an  additional  signal  would  be 
required  on  Route  2,  with  potential  traffic  operations  problems  and 
potential  safety  hazards. 

Alternative  3a  was  also  found  attractive.    It  avoided  a  crossing  of  the 
major  wetlands  and  MDC  Reservation  entirely.     It  also  introduced  the 
concept  of  a  modified  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Route  2  intersection.  A 
principal  drawback,  however,  is  that  it  made  no  provision  for  directly 
accommodating  inbound  garage  traffic. 

The  ATAC  recommended  a  combination  of  the  two  alternatives,  with 
Alternative  1  accommodating  inbound  garage  traffic  and  Alternative  3a 
providing  for  outbound  garage  traffic. 

Alternative  3a  could  be  used  without  change  to  become  part  of  Alterna- 
tive 4,  but  further  modifications  would  be  required  in  Alternative  1.  The 
traffic  signal  and  90  degree  intersection  at  Route  2  would  no  longer  be 
required.    The  S-curve  dipping  the  access  ramp  into  the  A.  D.  Little 
parking  lot  could  be  replaced  by  a  deceleration  lane  beginning  near  the 
pedestrian  overpass  and  continuing  parallel  to  Route  2  as  far  as  the  MBTA 
R-O-W.    This  change  also  eliminated  the  wetlands  impact  of  the  ramp. 

A.  D.  Little  traffic  from  the  west  could  turn  into  Acorn  Park  Road  as  it 
does  today.    To  avoid  conflicts  with  traffic  on  the  ramp,  outbound  A.  D. 
Little  traffic  would  be  prohibited  from  turning  right  into  eastbound  Route  2; 
instead  it  would  use  the  access  ramp.    That  traffic  could  then  gain  access 
to  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  and  Route  2  west  via  the  Rindge  Avenue  Extension- 
Parkway  intersection,  or  by  a  turning  lane  into  Alternative  3a  just  north 
of  the  northerly  end  of  the  Alewife  Garage  West  Roadway.    This  feature 
would  provide  the  U-turn  movements  presently  allowed  on  the  rotary. 

A  sidewalk  and  bikeway  would  be  included  to  provide  access  to  the  A.  D. 
Little  Company  and  to  the  East  Arlington  neighborhood.    Restoration  of  the 
Lexington  Branch  railroad  line  would  be  possible. 
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F.     TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT  MEASURES 


In  addition  to  some  build  options,  the  ATAC  considered  the  application 
of  a  series  of  transportation  systems  management  techniques  as  a  supplement  to 
either  the  Build  or  No  Build  alternatives.    At  the  request  of  the  EOEA,  a 
monograph  on  the  subject  was  prepared  and  distributed  to  the  ATAC  for  review  and 
discussion.    The  monograph  is  attached  as  Appendix  G.    The  ATAC  discussion  is 
included  in  Appendix  C. 

The  monograph  considered  one  set  of  TSM  actions  that  could  be 
undertaken  by  the  MBTA  in  conjunction  with  the  operation  of  the  station  and 
garage  and  another  set  that  could  be  implemented  by  employers,  building  owners 
and  managers  and/or  employees  in  the  Alewife  area. 

The  transportation  systems  management  actions  that  could  be  taken  by 
the  MBTA  relate  to: 

o  Garage  opening  strategies 

o  Controlling  use  of  garage  by  vehicle  type 

o  Controlling  use  of  garage  by  time  of  day 

o  Maximizing  use  of  feeder  buses 

o  Authorizing  use  of  Alewife  bus  terminal  by  private  carriers  and 

community  bus  systems 

o  Developing  a  system  of  satellite  parking  areas 

o  Maintaining  dependable  subway  service 

The  transportation  systems  management  actions  that  could  be  taken  by 
private  parties  include: 

o      Use  of  carpools,  vanpools,  shuttle  buses,  shared  taxis  and 

subscription  buses 
o      Encouraging  tenants  with  low  demands  for  parking 
o      Controlling  parking  spaces  by  vehicle  type 
o       Controlling  parking  by  time  of  day 
o      Use  of  flexible  work  schedules 

To  be  effective,  these  techniques  require  the  sustained  and  widespread 
cooperation  of  Alewife  area  employers  and  building  owners  and  managers  as  well 
as  employees. 

To  help  in  the  evaluation  of  the  effectiveness  of  these  measures  if 
they  were  to  be  applied  in  the  Alewife  area,  a  study  undertaken  for  the  U.  S. 
Department  of  Transportation  by  A.  M.  Voorhees,  Inc.  was  consulted.    That  study, 
TSM,  An  Assessment  of  Impacts  found  that  the  most  effective  TSM  actions  are 
those  that  enhance  the  supply  and  attractiveness  of  transit  and  other  high 
occupancy  vehicles,  that  reduce  the  number  of  highway  lanes  available  to  general 
traffic  and  that  make  it  difficult  for  auto  drivers  to  find  a  place  to  park  at 
their  destination.    The  study  also  found  that  if  all  these  classes  of  TSM 
actions  were  applied  the  reduction  in  vehicle  miles  traveled  would  be  in  the 
order  of  12  percent. 
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In  the  Alewife  context,  the  Voorhees  study  suggests  that  to  be  fully 
effective,  the  TSM  controls  must  be  applied  region-wide.    The  important  place  to 
apply  parking  controls  is  in  the  regional  core,  and  the  transit  improvements 
involved  must  serve  the  regional  core. 

These  considerations  led  to  the  conclusion  that  an  imposing  set  of 
Transportation  Systems  Management  measures  are  already  being  applied  at  the 
Alewife  area.    These  include  the  Red  Line,  the  feeder  bus  system,  the  reduction 
in  number  of  travel  lanes  available  to  traffic  moving  from  Route  2  to  Alewife 
Brook  Parkway,  and  the  stringent  parking  controls  imposed  by  the  City  of 
Cambridge. 

In  addition,  the  full  utilization  of  the  Alewife  Station/Garage  is 
essential  as  a  support  of  those  TSM  measures  and  as  an  additional  measure  that 
would  be  effective  in  reducing  vehicle  miles  traveled.    It  was  found  that  the 
garage  and  station  can  best  function  when  served  by  direct  means  of  access  and 
egress  which  avoid  the  use  of  the  critical  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Rindge  Avenue 
Extension  intersection. 

Various  ways  of  reducing  the  amount  of  traffic  passing  through  that 
critical  intersection  were  evaluated.    To  reduce  that  traffic  to  acceptable 
levels  or  to  levels  comparable  to  those  achieved  by  the  build  alternatives,  the 
TSM  actions  that  would  have  to  be  imposed  as  a  supplement  to  the  No  Build  would 
include  the  prohibition  of  any  vehicles  with  fewer  than  3  occupants  from  the 
garage  and  triangle  area  and  in  addition  that  40  percent  of  the  people  destined 
for  the  triangle  area  would  come  by  transit. 

Applying  these  extraordinary  TSM  measures  contains  several  serious 

flaws: 

1.  Unless  equally  stringent  controls  are  placed  over  freedom  of  movement 
on  the  street  between  Alewife  and  the  regional  core  and  over  parking 
in  the  regional  core,  the  low  occupancy  vehicles  turned  away  from  the 
garage  would  join  the  through  traffic  into  the  core  and  vehicle  miles 
traveled  would  not  be  reduced. 

2.  There   is   no   precedent  for  policing  vehicle  occupancy  at  an 
intersection  with  a  v/c  ratio  of  1.35  during  the  peak  period.  But 
such  policing  would  be  required  if  low  occupancy  vehicles  were  to  be 
prohibited  from  entering  the  triangle  from  Alewife  Brook  Parkway. 

3.  Justification  for  the  assumption  that  the  mode  split  could  be 
increased  from  30  percent  to  40  percent  has  not  been  established. 

4.  If  the  rate  of  flow  of  vehicles  into  the  garage  is  reduced  to  443  in 
the  AM  peak  hour,  (the  figure  necessary  to  permit  a  free  flowing  right 
turn  movement  at  the  Parkway-Rindge  Avenue  Extension  intersection)  the 
2,000  spaces  in  the  garage  would  not  be  filled  during  the  AM  peak 
period.    This  would  result  in  empty  garage  spaces  which  would  mean 
that  prospective  transit  riders  had  been  denied  the  opportunity. 
Thus,  this  strategy  would  be  counter  to  the  objective  of  encouraging 
transit  use. 
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As  a  supplement  to  the  Build  option,  it  was  found  that  the  application 
of  TSM  measures  that  assure  higher  vehicle  occupancy  in  autos  entering  the 
garage  would  be  effective  as  a  device  to  increase  transit  ridership. 


G.      SELECTION  OF  THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  circulated  to  the  list  given 
in  Section  VI.    Fourteen  agencies  and  individuals  submitted  comments.    Copies  of 
their  correspondence  are  contained  in  Section  VII.    The  Secretary  of  Environ- 
mental Affairs  issued  a  Certificate  on  the  DEIS  on  May  11,  1984,  contained  in 
Appendix  A.    Following  receipt  and  consideration  of  these  documents,  the  Secre- 
tary of  Transportation  and  Construction  met  with  the  Alewife  Transportation 
Advisory  Committee  on  May  15,  1984.    He  accepted  the  ATAC's  recommendation  and 
designated  Alternative  4  as  the  Preferred  Alternative.    A  copy  of  the  minutes  of 
that  meeting  is  included  in  Appendix  C. 

A  description  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Figure  II-C)   and  a 
description  of  the  measures  proposed  to  mitigate  impacts  on  wetlands,  parklands, 
flooding  and  traffic  are  contained  in  the  following  sections. 
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Ill    DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


A.      INBOUND  RAMP 

The  widening  of  the  Route  2  pavement  to  accommodate  the  inbound  ramp 
will  begin  westerly  of  the  foot  bridge  over  Route  2.    The  ramp  would  become  a 
separate  roadway,  with  the  nose  of  the  divider  between  it  and  Route  2  located 
westerly  of  Acorn  Park  Road,  prohibiting  access  from  Acorn  Park  into  Route  2. 

As  Route  2  rises  to  cross  the  bridge  over  the  MBTA  Lexington  Branch 
R-O-W,  the  inbound  ramp  drops  to  the  railroad  level.    Located  on  the  existing 
Route  2  slope,  the  ramp  would  be  separated  from  Route  2  by  a  retaining  wall  made 
up  of  soldier  piles  and  concrete  slat  panels.    The  ramp  would  be  separated  from 
the  wetlands  beyond  the  toe  of  the  existing  slope  by  a  lower  "reinforced  earth" 
retaining  wall.    Boston  Ivy,  Virginia  Creeper  and  other  vines  would  be  planted 
on  the  higher  wall.    Where  there  is  room,  small  caliper  fast  growing  trees  would 
be  planted  on  the  remaining  strip  between  the  ramp  and  Route  2,  as  well  as 
seeding. 

As  the  ramp  nears  the  MBTA  R-O-W  it  curves  southerly  and  proceeds 
within  the  MBTA  R-O-W  over  the  Little  River.    Provision  is  also  made  within  the 
MBTA  R-O-W  for  the  future  restoration  of  the  Lexington  Branch  railroad.  In 
order  to  line  up  with  the  southbound  lanes  of  the  Alewife  Garage  West  Roadway, 
the  ramp  curves  slightly  westerly  after  it  crosses  the  Little  River  at  a  point 
140  feet  north  of  the  MBTA  freight  cut-off  right-of-way.    This  causes  a  small 
encroachment  on  the  MDC  Reservation. 

After  the  ramp  crosses  the  Little  River,  the  lower  retaining  wall 
becomes  a  low  embankment.    Both  sides  of  the  ramp  would  then  be  sloped  as  far  as 
the  freight  cut-off  right-of-way.    The  slopes  would  be  seeded  and  planted  with 
low  native  shrub  materials  to  blend  with  surrounding  vegetation.    In  order  to 
visually  minimize  the  ramp's  intrusion  into  the  reservation,  no  tall  trees  would 
be  planted  here. 

A  right  turn  at  the  intersection  of  the  two  railroad  rights-of-way 
gains  access  to  the  garage  inbound  drums.    The  inbound  ramp  is  shown  in  plan  in 
Figure  III -A ,  and  cross  sections  at  two  locations  are  shown  in  Figure  III-B. 

Since  A.  D.  Little  traffic  is  prohibited  from  making  a  right  turn  from 
Acorn  Park  Road  into  inbound  Route  2,  this  traffic  is  accommodated  by  a  left 
turn  into  a  connecting  lane  between  the  inbound  and  outbound  ramps  located  at 
the  intersection  of  the  two  railroad  rights-of-way.    Inbound  Route  2  traffic  can 
also  gain  access  to  the  W.  R.  Grace  development  by  this  movement. 

In  order  to  minimize  the  impact  on  the  flood  water  storage  capacity  of 
the  MDC  Reservation,  the  inbound  ramp  is  to  be  built  at  an  elevation  of 
113.2  MBTA  Base  (7.3  MDPW  Base),  across  the  reservation.    This  is  the  50-year 
flood  level,  so  that  should  a  100-year  flood  occur  during  the  useful  life  of  the 
interim  access  ramp,  it  would  be  submerged  as  it  crosses  the  Reservation  and 
would  be  inoperative. 
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Preferred  Alternative:  Inbound  Ramp  Figure  iii-a 
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B.      OUTBOUND  RAMP 


Beginning  at  the  intersection  of  the  two  railroad  rights-of-way,  the 
outbound  ramp  traverses  the  old  freight  cut-off  R-O-W  easterly  to  the 
W.  R.  Grace  property  line  500  feet  easterly  of  centerline  of  the  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway.    It  would  remain  at  the  present  grade  of  the  haul  road  to  that  point, 
with  the  lowest  elevation  of  113  MBTA  Base  (7.1  MDPW  Base).    The  existing  under- 
pass under  the  Parkway  is  being  replaced  as  part  of  the  Red  Line  project  by  a 
concrete  culvert  of  adequate  size  to  accommodate  the  roadway. 

At  the  W.  R.  Grace  property  line  the  outbound  ramp  curves  northerly 
and  then  curves  westerly  to  join  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway.    Also  within  the 
W.  R.  Grace  property,  an  access  and  egress  road  to  the  development  continues 
easterly  generally  along  the  alignment  of  the   haul    road,    forming  a 
T  intersection  with  the  outbound  ramp  at  the  point  it  curves  northerly. 

Where  the  outbound  ramp  follows  the  southern  edge  of  Yates  Pond,  it 
would  be  located  as  close  to  the  Garage  as  possible  to  preserve  the  existing 
pond  edge.  A  retaining  wall  would  be  located  between  the  roadway  and  Yates  Pond 
to  minimize  impacts.  Special  measures  would  be  made  to  preserve  the  existing 
Peach! eaf  Willow  at  midpoint  along  the  pond's  southern  edge.  Debris  (floating 
and  nonfloating)  at  the  southeast  corner  of  Yates  Pond  would  be  removed.  If 
damaged,  the  pond  edge  would  be  revegetated  in  kind. 

The  side  slopes  of  the  ramp  from  W.  R.  Grace  to  the  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  would  be  seeded  with  grass  to  blend  with  the  existing  grass  slopes  of 
the  Parkway,  and  small  caliper  fast  growing  trees  such  as  the  Robusta  Poplar 
used  along  the  W.  R.  Grace  property  in  the  adjacent  Alewife  Station/Garage 
project. 

The  outbound  ramp  and  Parkway  intersection  at  the  rotary  are  shown  in 
plan  in  Figure  III -C  and  cross  sections  are  shown  in  Figures  III-D,  1 1 1  -  E 
and  III-F. 


C.      LAYOUT  OF  PARKWAY  INTERSECTION 

The  signalized  intersection  shown  in  the  DEIR  replacing  the  rotary  has 
been  refined  in  design  to  assure  adequate  queuing  capacity  during  the  red  cycle 
at  each  traffic  signal  and  to  comply  with  traffic  and  safety  considerations. 

These  traffic  and  safety  considerations  are: 

o      All  four  of  the  signalized  approach  legs  need  two-lane  approaches  on 
the  near  side  of  the  signal. 

o      The  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  southbound  movement  should  continue  as 
two  lanes  through  the  signal  and  then  taper  to  one  lane  as  it  merges 
with  the  Route  2  movement. 

o      The  Route  2  westbound  movement  (towards  Massachusetts  Avenue)  should 
continue  as  two  lanes  through  the  signal  and  then  taper  to  one  lane  as 
it  merges  with  the  Route  2  movement. 
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CROSS-SECTION  AT  OUTBOUND  RAMP 
BETWEEN  YATES  POND 
AND  ALEWIFE  GARAGE 


Yates  Pond 


Alewife 
Garage 

Structun 


Section  3-3 


0  5  10 
SCALE  IN  FEET 


Cross-Sections  Figure  lll-D 
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Cross-Sections 
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Figure  III — E 
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o      The  outbound  access  roadway  needs  a  two-lane  approach  at  its  first 
signal  with  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  northbound,  but  then  should  taper  to 
one  lane  as  it  proceeds  towards  Route  2  westbound. 

o      The  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  northbound  to  Route  2  outbound  movement 
needs  two  lanes  through  the  signal  and,  then  merging  with  the  one  lane 
from  the  outbound  access  roadway,  would  flow  into  a  three-lane  section 
on  the  far  side  of  the  signal  and  then  taper  into  two  lanes  as  it 
proceeds  towards  Route  2. 

o      The  existing  rotary  area  is  located  in  a  warped,  dish- like  depression 
which  needs  to  be  raised  slightly  to  improve  grades  and  sight 
distances. 

The  redesigned  signalized  intersection,  as  shown  in  Figure  III-C,  has 
required  the  enlargement  of  the  foot  print  of  the  existing  rotary  at  three 
points  generally  as  follows: 

o      The  northbound  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  has  been  moved  easterly  extending 
from  the  crossing  over  the  culvert  carrying  the  outbound  garage  ramp 
northerly  as  far  as  Whittemore  Avenue. 

o      The  Parkway  has  been  widened  on  the  westerly  side  by  10  feet  beginning 
at  a  point  180  feet  north  of  the  center! ine  of  the  outbound  garage 
ramp  and  continuing  southerly  to  join  the  already  widened  section  of 
the  Parkway. 

o      The  pavement  carrying  the  southbound  to  westbound  traffic  on  the 
northerly  side  of  the  rotary  would  encroach  on  the  existing  shoulder. 

The  geometric  design  made  possible  by  these  adjustments  incorporates 
the  following: 

o      The  inbound  Route  2-southbound  Parkway  movement  has  a  minimum  of 
two  lanes  of  pavement  throughout. 

o      The  inbound  Route  2-northbound  Parkway  movement  has  two  lanes  for 
storage  at  the  signal,  widening  out  from  one-lane  pavement  120  feet 
back  at  the  throat  of  this  left-turn  lane.    Similarly,  after  passing 
through  the  signalized  intersection,  the  pavement  tapers  from  two 
lanes  to  one  lane  in  a  distance  of  220  feet  before  joining  the 
northbound  Parkway  pavement. 

o      The  northbound  Parkway-outbound  Route  2  pavement  expands  from  one  lane 
at  the  throat  of  the  left-turn  lane  to  two  lanes  at  the  traffic  signal 
200  feet  away.     Beyond  the  signalized  intersection  this  movement 
enters  onto  a  three-lane  pavement  shared  by  the  outbound  garage  ramp 
traffic.    This  tapers  to  two  lanes  in  a  distance  of  120  feet  where 
this  movement  joins  the  southbound  Parkway-outbound  Route  2  movement. 

o      A  uniform  two-lane  pavement  is  maintained  for  the  northbound  Parkway 
traffic  throughout. 


28 


o       For  the  southbound  Parkway  traffic,  a  uniform  two-lane  pavement  is 
maintained  as  far  as  the  signalized  intersection.    Beyond  the  inter- 
section the  pavement  tapers  from  two  lane  to  one  lane  in  a  distance  of 
160  feet,  where  it  joins  the  inbound  Route  2  traffic. 

o      A  single  lane  is  provided  for  the  southbound  Parkway-outbound  Route  2 
movement. 

o      The  outbound  garage  ramp  has  a  two-lane  pavement  as  far  as  the 
signalized  intersection  with  the  northbound  Parkway  roadway.  Beyond 
this  intersection  it  tapers  from  two  lanes  to  one  lane  at  the  second 
signalized  intersection  110  feet  away.    Beyond  that  intersection  this 
movement  joins  the  outbound  Route  2  movement  as  described  above. 


D.      PROVISIONS  FOR  PEDESTRIANS  AND  BICYCLES 

As  part  of  the  Red  Line  Extension  project,  sidewalks  are  to  be 
provided  completely  around  the  garage,  connecting  with  the  west  station  entry. 
A  sidewalk  will  also  be  provided  on  the  west  side  of  the  Garage  West  Roadway, 
with  a  spur  around  the  garage  entry  drum  connecting  with  the  freight  cut-off 
right-of-way  extending  west  toward  Belmont. 

Two  sidewalks  are  to  be  provided  to  the  east  of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway: 
one  at  roadway  level  and  the  other  at  the  toe  of  the  Parkway  embankment 
connecting  with  the  east  station  entry. 

Two  of  these  sidewalks  will  be  affected  by  the  interim  access  ramps. 
The  sidewalk  extending  from  the  east  entry  to  Whittemore  Avenue  will  be 
relocated  to  the  east  side  of  the  outbound  ramp,  and  the  sidewalk  on  the  north 
side  of  the  garage  will  be  located  between  the  outbound  ramp  and  Yates  Pond. 

In  addition,  two  new  sidewalks  will  be  added.    One  will  extend  from 
Route  2  to  the  garage  entry  drum  ramp  on  the  south  and  west  side  of  the  inbound 
ramp.    This  will  serve  A.  D.  Little  employees  and  visitors  primarily  as  well  as 
the  other  establishments  on  the  south  side  of  Route  2.    The  second  new  sidewalk 
will  be  located  in  the  right-of-way  of  the  Lexington  Branch  right-of-way.  It 
will  extend  from  the  intersection  with  the  outbound  ramp  beside  Yates  Pond  to 
Thorndike  Street  where  it  will  connect  with  a  pedestrianway  and  bike  path  to  be 
provided  by  the  Town  of  Arlington.    This  new  sidewalk  would  serve  Arlington 
residents  primarily. 

The  proposed  network  of  Pedestrianways  and  Bikeways  is  shown  in  Fig- 
ure III -G  and  H.  Although  these  sidewalks  are  basically  designed  to  provide 
access  to  the  station  for  pedestrians  and  cyclists,  they  can  also  function  as 
paths  through  the  Reservation  for  recreational  hikers,  joggers  and  cyclists. 
The  network  connects  both  Arlington  and  North  Cambridge  residential  areas  to  the 
Reservation,  and  anticipates  a  later  pedestrian/bikeway  to  the  Belmont  residen- 
tial areas  along  the  freight  cut-off  right-of-way. 
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E.      PARKLANDS  IMPACTED 


The  permanent  acquisition  of  3  parcels  now  part  of  the  MDC  Reservation 
will  be  required.    These  are  shown  in  Figure  III— I . 

A-20  abuts  Route  2  from  Acorn  Park  Road  to  the 
Lexington  Branch  R-O-W  and  is  needed  for  the 
inbound  ramp.    (22,000  sq.  ft.) 

C-20  is  a  small  triangular  piece  at  the  intersection 
of  the  Lexington  and  freight  cut-off  rights-of- 
way.    It  is  needed  to  permit  the  inbound  ramp 
to  join  with  the  southbound  lanes  of  the  garage 
West  Roadway.    (4,438  sq.  ft.) 

C-21  is  narrow  parcel  extending  from  the  W.  R.  Grace 
property  line  to  the  rotary.    It  is  needed  for 
the  outbound  ramp.    (8,420  sq.  ft.) 

In  addition,  seven  temporary  construction  easements  will  be  required 
to  permit  the  construction  of  slopes  or  walls  for  the  roadways,  pedes trianways 
and  bikeways,  and  to  create  compensatory  flood  storage  areas  and  replacement 
wetlands. 

A-30  and  C-30  constitute  the  triangle  occupied  by 
Yates  Pond.    The  A  parcel  (23,977  sq.ft.)  is 
located  in  Arlington  and  the  C  parcel 
(119,562  sq.ft.)  in  Cambridge. 

A-31  and  C-31  make  up  a  rectangular  parcel  adjacent 
to  and  west  of  the  Lexington  Branch  R-O-W.  The 
A  parcel  contains  35,000  sq.ft.  and  the  C  parcel 
is  94,000  sq.ft.  in  size. 

A-32  is  a  long  narrow  parcel  adjacent  to  the  inbound 
ramp  next  to  Route  2.    (9,210  sq.  ft.) 

C-32  is  a  long  parcel  adjacent  to  the  freight  cut-off 
where  a  compensatory  flood  storage  area  and 
replacement  wetlands  will  be  located.  This 
easement  is  151,649  sq.  ft.  in  size. 

C-33  lies  east  of  the  Parkway  and  is  also  needed  to 
revise  the  area  set  aside  for  compensatory 
storage  for  the  Red  Line  Extension  project  and 
for  the  construction  of  the  new  Parkway  intersection 
at  the  rotary.    (158,169  sq.  ft.) 

The  parcels  in  the  Alewife  Reservation  contain  no  structures  and  are 
used  as  open  space.    The  land  is  public  parkland  owned  by  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  and  is  in  the  custody  of  the  Metropolitan  District  Commission. 
Transfer  of  the  properties  is  subject  to  state  legislation.    The  monetary  value 
of  these  parcels  has  not  been  established. 
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The  Alewife  Reservation  (East  and  West)  of  the  Metropolitan  District 
Commission  shown  in  Figure  1 1 1 -J  is  124  acres  in  size  and  extends  along  the 
Little  River  from  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  on  the  east  to  and  including  Little 
Pond  on  the  west.    The  areas  impacted  by  the  Interim  Access  project  are  all 
located  at  the  easterly  extremity  of  the  Reservation. 

The  eastern  part  of  the  Reservation  impacted  by  the  project  has 
historically  been  dominated  by  transportation  uses,  including  the  Concord  Turn- 
pike, Alewife  Brook  Parkway  and  three  railroad  lines.    The  proposed  inbound  ramp 
would  be  located  along  the  northern  periphery  of  the  Reservation  between  the 
Concord  Turnpike  (Route  2)  and  paved  land  which  has  been  leased  to  Arthur  D. 
Little  for  parking.    The  portion  of  the  inbound  ramp  which  crosses  the  Reserva- 
tion in  a  north/south  direction  does  not  require  acquisition  of  parkland,  other 
than  a  small  triangular  parcel  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Alewife  garage  drum 
ramp.    This  land  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  MBTA  as  a  transportation 
right-of-way.    The  Red  Line  tail  track  tunnel  runs  beneath  it  and  provisions 
have  been  made  on  the  surface  for  possible  future  restoration  of  rail  service. 
The  interim  inbound  ramp  has  been  designed  to  be  integrated  as  best  as  possible 
within  the  Reservation.    The  measures  to  be  taken  to  minimize  the  impacts  of  the 
roadway  on  the  Reservation  are  described  later  in  this  report. 

The  outbound  access  roadway  impacts  MDC  parkland  on  the  eastern  side 
of  and  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Dewey  &  Almy  rotary.    This  small  piece  of 
parkland  is  severed  off  from  the  main  Reservation  area  by  the  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  and  at  present  is  undeveloped  wetlands. 


F.     WETLANDS  IMPACTED 

The  wetlands  located  in  the  Alewife  area  are  shown  in  Figure  1 1 1 - K. 
The  only  wetlands  permanently  impacted  is  a  3,200  sq.ft.  segment  of  the  wetlands 
lying  between  the  Parkway  and  the  W.  R.  Grace  property.    This  wetlands  area  now 
contains  trash  and  dumped  waste  with  vegetation  of  limited  value. 

The  C-32  new  construction  easement  affects  only  uplands  in  the  MDC 
Reservation  and  does  not  impact  wetlands.  Within  this  easement  the  required 
compensatory  flood  storage  area  and  replacement  wetlands  will  be  created.  The 
C-33  new  construction  easement  east  of  Parkway  does  impact  some  wetlands. 

The  primary  wetlands  impact  results  from  the  set  of  temporary  con- 
struction easements  already  granted  and  currently  being  used  for  the  Red  Line 
Extension  project.    Their  restoration  as  wetlands  is  a  requirement  of  the 
Superseding  Orders  of  Condition  issued  by  the  Department  of  Environmental 
Quality  Engineering.    Restoration  will  occur  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Red  Line 
and  Interim  Access  construction. 


G.      FLOOD  WATER  DISPLACEMENT 

The  DEIR  estimated  the  compensatory  flood  storage  area  requirements 
for  Alternate  4  to  be  223,000  cubic  feet.  A  refinement  in  the  design  of  the 
ramps  enables  this  total  requirement  to  be  reduced.    Part  of  the  refinement  is 
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the  acceptance  of  the  50-year  flood  as  the  design  standard  rather  than  the 
100-year  flood.    This  change  is  proposed  as  a  mitigating  measure. 

As  pointed  out  earlier,  the  inbound  ramp  would  be  built  at  a  flat 
grade  across  the  Reservation  at  elevation  7.5  MDPW  base  which  is  consistent  with 
the  50  year  flood  design  control.    The  100  year  flood  stage  is  shown  in 
Figure  III-L. 

The   new   requirement  for  compensatory  flood  water  storage  is 
183,000  cubic  feet.    See  Appendix  I  for  calculations. 


H.      OTHER  HYDR0L0GICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

The  Alewife  Interim  Access  roadways  will  substitute  approximately  two 
and  a  half  acres  of  impermeable  bituminous  concrete  travel  lanes  and  sidewalks 
for  the  existing  permeable  surface  of  the  area.    This  displacement  of  the  exist- 
ing permeable  surface   will  increase  the  amount  of  runoff  generated  because  the 
present  ability  of  the  existing  soil  and  any  vegetation  present  to  absorb  water 
will  be  lost.    The  rainfall  that  previously  filtered  into  the  soil  or  was 
absorbed  by  vegetation  will  now  flow  over  the  new  surfaces.    Also,  because  of 
the  use  of  the  roadway,  the  quality  of  runoff  will  decrease  mainly  due  to  oil 
and  grease  from  passing  automobiles  and  salt  from  winter  maintenance  activities. 
The  runoff  from  the  proposed  roadways  will  be  directed  to  Alewife  Brook  and  away 
from  Yates  Pond.    The  runoff  from  the  inbound  ramp  will  go  directly  to  the 
Brook.    The  runoff  from  the  outbound  ramp  will  go  into  the  Alewife  Station 
drainage  system  and  in  turn  to  the  Alewife  Brook. 

A  water  quality  summary  for  Alewife  Brook  can  be  found  in  the  Final 
Environmental   Impact  Statement  -   Red  Line  Extension:     Harvard  Square  to 
Arlington  Heights,  U.S.  DOT  August  1977,  p.  C-3. 


I.      CONSTRUCTION  STAGING 

The  primary  difficulty  in  staging  the  construction  of  the  Interim 
Access  ramps  is  to  convert  the  Route  2-Alewife  Brook  Parkway  rotary  into  a 
signalized  intersection  at  new  grades  while  permitting  all  traffic  movements  to 
continue.    It  is  proposed,  in  concept,  that  this  be  accomplished  in  six  stages. 
The  contractor  will  establish  the  construction  stages  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  MBTA,  and  the  MDPW  and  MDC. 

Stage  1  -  Build  Inbound  and  Outbound  Ramps 

The  inbound  and  outbound  ramps  are  built.    Pavement,  curbing,  side- 
walks and  landscaping  would  be  completed  throughout  except  for  the  outbound 
ramp's  connection  with  Alewife  Brook  Parkway,  which  would  be  temporary  in 
nature. 

Route  2  and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  is  unaffected  except  at  their 
connections  with  the  ramps. 
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A  significant  feature  of  the  immediate  construction  of  both  garage 
ramps  is  that  the  mitigating  measures  related  to  the  adjacent  wetlands  and/or 
parklands  could  also  be  implemented  at  this  stage. 

Stage  2  -  Build  Temporary  Route  2-Parkway  Outbound  Ramp  Intersection 

A  temporary  signalized  intersection  is  built  connecting  the  northbound 
Parkway  and  the  outbound  ramp  with  the  inbound  Route  2  lanes.    These  Route  2 
lanes  would  be  channeled  into  the  intersection  from  their  present  alignment  near 
the  bridge  over  the  Lexington  Branch  MBTA  R-O-W. 

Inbound  Station  (and  Triangle  development)  traffic  would  use  the  inbound 
ramp. 

Outbound  Station  (and  Triangle)  traffic  would  use  the  outbound  ramp. 

Inbound  Route  2  traffic  would  use  the  inbound  garage  ramp.  Southbound 
traffic  would   turn   right  at   the   Rindge  Avenue  Extension-Parkway 
intersection  and  northbound  traffic  would  turn  left  at  the  inbound  ramp- 
outbound  ramp  intersection. 

Outbound  Route  2  traffic  could  be  subjected  to  a  red  phase  at  the  temporary 
signalized  intersection. 

Northbound  Parkway  traffic  could  also  be  subjected  to  a  red  phase  at  the 
temporary  intersection. 

Southbound  Parkway  traffic  would  be  subjected  to  two  local  detours  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  west  side  of  the  rotary  as  it  crosses  the  construction  of 
the  temporary  T  roadway  first  at  one  location  and  then  at  another.  These 
local  detours  would  occur  as  the  temporary  Route  2  connection  is  graded  and 
paved. 

Stage  3  -  Construct  North  and  South  Segments  of  New  Parkway  Intersection 

Except  for  the  area  occupied  by  the  temporary  roadway  built  in  Stage  2 
and  the  northbound  Parkway  pavement,  the  entire  new  intersection  is  built.  In 
addition  a  temporary  pavement  would  be  built  on  the  alignment  of  the  north  side 
of  the  rotary  for  use  in  Stage  4. 

Inbound  Station  traffic  would  use  the  inbound  ramp. 

Outbound  Station  traffic  would  use  the  outbound  ramp. 

Inbound  Route  2  traffic  would  use  the  inbound  ramp  and  make  the  same 
turning  movements  as  in  Stage  2. 

Outbound  Route  2  traffic  would  turn  left  at  the  temporary  intersection 
between  the  northbound  Parkway  and  the  temporary  connection  to  Route  2. 
To  avoid  the  left  turn  queue,  particularly  in  the  PM  peak,  Route  2  traffic 
would  have  the  option  of  using  the  outbound  ramp. 
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Northbound  Parkway  traffic  would  use  the  same  roadway  as  in  Stage  1,  but 
the  roadway  would  now  become  two-way. 


Southbound  Parkway  traffic  would  share  the  northbound  Parkway  pavement  with 
that  traffic  and  would  be  subjected  to  a  red  signal  phase  at  the  temporary 
Route  2  intersection. 

Stage  4  -  Replace  Temporary  Route  2  Connection 

The  temporary  Route  2  connection  would  be  removed  and  the  portion  of 
the  new  Parkway  intersection  that  will  occupy  that  area  would  be  built. 

Inbound  Station  traffic  would  use  the  inbound  ramp. 

Outbound  Station  traffic  would  use  the  outbound  ramp. 

Inbound  Route  2  traffic  movements  would  remain  unchanged  from  Stage  2 
and  3,   using   the   inbound    ramp    and    either    the    Rindge  Avenue 
Extension-Parkway  intersection  or  the  outbound  ramp. 

Outbound  Route  2  traffic  would  use  the  temporary  connection,  built  in 
Stage  3,  between  the  Parkway  northbound  and  the  completed  south-to-west 
leg  on  the  signalized  intersection.    This  traffic  would  enter  the  connec- 
tion either  via  a  left  turn  off  the  Parkway  or  by  an  oblique  movement  from 
the  outbound  ramp. 

Northbound  Parkway  traffic  would  continue  the  same  movement  as  in  Stage  3. 

Southbound  Parkway  traffic  would  also  continue  the  same  movement  as  in 
Stage  3,  although  the  temporary  traffic  signal  used  to  permit  left  turning 
outbound  Route  2  traffic  would  be  relocated  slightly  to  the  north  from  its 
location  in  Stage  3. 

Stage  5  -  Complete  Construction  of  New  Intersection 

The  northbound  Parkway  pavement  and  its  connections  to  and  from 
Route  2  and  from  the  outbound  garage  ramp  would  be  rebuilt  at  final  grade  and 
alignment.    The  southbound  Parkway  pavement  would  be  temporarily  widened  to 
permit  two-way  traffic  movements. 

Inbound  Station  traffic  would  use  the  inbound  ramp. 

Outbound  Station  would  use  the  outbound  ramp  and  would  be  subjected  to 
local  detours  at  the  Parkway  intersection  as  it  crosses  through  the  Parkway 
northbound  lanes  reconstruction. 


Inbound  Route  2  traffic  would  continue  to  use  the  movements  established  in 
Stage  2. 

Outbound  Route  2  traffic  would  use  either  the  final  inbound  Route  2  lanes 
from  the  crossing  over  the  inbound  ramp  to  the  crossing  over  the  Lexington 
R-O-W  or  alternatively,  the  outbound  ramp.    A  temporary  traffic  signal 
would  control  the  temporarily  conflicting  movement  with  southbound  Parkway 
traffic. 
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Northbound  Parkway  traffic  would  share  with  the  southbound  Parkway  traffic 
the  pavement  designed  for  the  latter.    It  would  be  subjected  to  a  red  phase 
at  the  permanent  signalized  intersection  which  would  be  used  by  outbound 
ramp  traffic. 

Southbound  Parkway  traffic  would  be  on  permanent  location  but  would  share 
its  pavement  with  northbound  Parkway  traffic.  It  would  be  subjected  to  a 
red  signal  phase  at  the  oblique  intersection  with  outbound  Route  2  traffic 
and  at  the  permanent  intersection. 

Stage  6  -  New  Intersection  Open 

All  final  traffic  movements  would  be  permitted.     Any  remaining 
temporary  signals  and  pavement  would  be  removed,  final  curbing  installed  and 
landscaping  completed. 

The  proposed  construction  is  scheduled  to  start  in  early  1985  and  be 
completed  in  about  10  months. 


J.      TRAFFIC  ANALYSIS 

1.  Impact  of  Red  Line  Extension 

"Extension  of  the  Red  Line  would  reduce  transit  travel  time  from 
outlying  communities  to  Cambridge  and  downtown  Boston.    The  overall 
time  reductions  would  benefit  present  transit  users  and  make  transit 
more  competitive  with  the  automobile,  resulting  in  approximately 
7,675  automobile  trips  being  diverted  to  transit." 

The  Red  Line  EIS  also  notes  that  approximately  5,200  daily  automobile 
trips  would  be  diverted  to  the  Alewife  Station.    In  a  general  corridor  context 
then,  the  Red  Line  Extension  would  reduce  daily  travel  demand  by  some  5,200 
generally  from  the  Alewife  area  towards  the  regional  core  and  by  an  additional 
2,500  vehicles  from  easterly  of  Alewife  towards  the  regional  core. 

While  the  transit  extension  is  anticipated  to  reduce"  automobile  traf- 
fic by  some  7,700  daily  vehicles,  demand  for  travel  will  generally  grow  over 
time.    On  some  major  streets,  traffic  volumes  will  tend  to  return  to  pre-transit 
levels.    However,  by  virtue  of  the  diversion  of  motorists  to  transit,  traffic 
volumes  will  always  be  less  than  if  there  were  no  transit  extension.    The  road- 
ways most  likely  to  have  traffic  volume  reductions  due  to  the  transit  extension 
include  Alewife  Brook  Parkway,  Fresh  Pond  Parkway,  Concord  Avenue  and  Massachu- 
setts Avenue. 

2.  Analysis  Assumptions 

The  traffic  analyses  performed  for  this  project  includes  the  following 
assumptions:    use  of  the  1982  existing  and  the  1987  projected  traffic  volumes 
from  the  Spaulding  &  Slye  Cambridgepark  (Triangle)  FEIR  No.  4512,  a  modified 
development  program  and  modified  traffic  volumes  to  the  garage.    Figure  III -M 
shows  the  1982  AM  and  PM  existing  traffic  volumes  for  the  immediate  area. 
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The  development  program  for  the  Triangle  FEIR  made  certain  assumptions 
of  future  land  uses  which  were  updated  for  this  study.    Table  II-A,  Proposed 
Development  Program,  provides  a  summary  of  the  future  development  programs  for 
the  Triangle  FEIR,  the  City  of  Cambridge's  DEIR  and  this  study. 

Using  this  study's  modified  development  program,  changes  in  projected 
development  traffic  were  calculated  and  were  then  used  to  modify  the  1987  traf- 
fic volumes  from  the  Triangle  FEIR.  A  set  of  1987  AM  and  PM  peak-hour  traffic 
volumes  were  thus  produced  with  no  MBTA  garage  traffic  volumes  included. 

The  MBTA  garage  contains  2000  parking  spaces.    Regardless  of  initial 
traffic  management  strategies,   the  effects  of  accepting  or  discharging 
1000  vehicles  during  the  peak  hour  for  the  1987  analysis  year  along  with  200 
entering  and  200  exiting  kiss -ride  vehicles  during  peak  hour  was  tested.  Thus, 
the  total  1987  projected  traffic  volumes  were  modified  to  include  1,200  entering 
and  200  exiting  garage  vehicles  in  the  AM  peak  hour  and  the  reverse  during  the 
PM  peak  hour.    Figure  III-N  then  shows  the  1987  AM  and  PM  future  traffic  volumes 
for  the  immediate  area. 

Figure  III-O   shows    the   traffic   assignments  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

3.     Preferred  Alternative 

The  preferred  alternative  explicitly  addresses  the  congestion  issues 
at  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Rindge  Avenue  Extension  intersection.    For  the  AM 
peak  period  in  the  1987  analysis  year,  the  unconstrained  southbound  morning 
movement  on  the  Parkway  approaching  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  is  3,836  vehicles; 
1,991  of  which  proceed  straight  and  1,845  of  which  turn  right  into  Rindge  Avenue 
Extension. 

In  the  preferred  alternative,  1,223  vehicles  are  removed  from  this 
intersection  with  the  total  Parkway  volume  reduced  to  2,613  vehicles;  1,991  of 
which  proceed  straight  and  622  of  which  turn  right  into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension. 
In  the  preferred  alternative,  the  total  Parkway  volume  is  reduced  by  37  percent 
and  the  right-turn  volume  is  reduced  by  66  percent.    These  substantial  reduc- 
tions would  allow  for  relatively  unimpeded  access  to  the  MBTA  station. 

In  addition,  the  preferred  alternative  also  removes  these  1,223  vehi- 
cles from  the  Route  2  rotary  intersection,  leaving  some  2,332  vehicles  approach- 
ing the  revised  rotary  area  intersection.    This  30  percent  reduction  will 
significantly  improve  the  ability  of  that  intersection  to  function. 

Operations  of  the  inbound  ramp  require  that  the  Acorn  Park  roadway 
entrance  onto  Route  2  be  closed  and  all  Acorn  Park  roadway  traffic  be  routed 
onto  the  inbound  ramp  whereby  it  can  travel  towards  Alewife  Brook  Parkway 
southbound  via  Rindge  Avenue  or  towards  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  northbound  or 
Route  2  westbound  via  the  outbound  ramp.    These  Acorn  Park  roadway  volumes  are  a 
peak  PM  flow  which  will  not  interfere  with  the  AM  peak  volume  on  the  inbound 
access  ramp. 
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The  traffic  impacts  associated  wih  the  outbound  ramp  during  the  PM 
peak  period  are  basically  a  mirror  image  of  the  AM  operations. 

In  the  preferred  alternative,  the  PM  outbound  movement  bypasses  the 
Rindge  Avenue  Extension  intersection,  removing  some  1,360  vehicles  from  this 
intersection.  This  reduces  the  v/c  ratio  to  a  1.02  level  from  a  No  Build  v/c 
ratio  of  1.46.  The  Route  2  rotary  is  replaced  with  a  channelized,  signalized 
intersection  with  the  outbound  access  road  entering  as  a  signalized  approach. 
This  revised  intersection  would  have  a  1.03  v/c  ratio  compared  to  a  No  Build  v/c 
ratio  of  1.15. 

As  an  additional  part  of  the  analysis,  the  levels  of  service  were 
calculated   for   several    intersections    in   the   surrounding  area.  These 
intersections  are: 

o      Alewife  Brook  Parkway  at  Massachusetts  Avenue 

o      Lake  Street  at  Massachusetts  Avenue 

o      Lake  Street  at  Route  2  Ramps  Westbound 

o      Lake  Street  at  Route  2  Ramps  Eastbound 

o       Cross  Street  at  Brighton  Street 

o      Blanchard  Road  at  Concord  Avenue 

o      Alewife  Brook  Parkway  at  Concord  Avenue 

The  analyses  were  performed  for  the  1982  existing  traffic  volumes,  for 
1987  future  traffic  volumes  (unconstrained)  and  for  1987  future  traffic  volumes 
(constrained).    The  unconstrained  traffic  volumes  assume  that  transit  garage 
volumes  would  divert  some  traffic  to  other  routes  under  a  No  Build  situation 
where  access  to  the  garage  is  constrained. 

In  general,  the  analyses  shows  that  traffic  volumes,  v/c  ratios  and 
levels  of  service  would  increase  from  1982  to  1987.    In  the  situation  without  an 
interim  access  road,  the  growth,  would  be  larger  because  diversions  to  these 
streets  and  intersections  would  occur  due  to  more  congested  operations  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  station.    When  there  is  an  interim  access  road  alternate,  the 
growth  in  traffic  volumes,  v/c  ratios  and  levels  of  service  would  not  be  as 
large  due  to  the  ability  of  the  interim  access  road  to  relieve  traffic 
operations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  station. 


K.      SUPPLEMENTARY  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT  ACTIONS 

A  basic  purpose  of  the  extension  of  the  Red  Line  to  Alewife  is  to 
reduce  automobile  commuting  to  and  congestion  in  the  regional  core.  Most 
automobile  commuting  occurs  during  the  peak  hours.    Therefore  a  fundamental 
objective  in  the  use  of  the  Alewife  Garage  is  to  get  as  many  cars  as  possible 
off  the  streets  and  into  the  garage  during  the  AM  peak  period.    To  encourage 
transit  use,  access  and  egress  to  the  station  should  be  as  free  flowing  as 
possible. 

A  second  major  objective  of  the  MBTA  is  to  maximize  transit  ridership. 
More  riders  are  obtained  from  high-occupancy  vehicles  (HOVs)  than  low-occupancy 
vehicles  (LOVs).     If  the  garage  proves  so  successful  that  it  is  filled  early  in 
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the  AM  peak  period  then,  if  they  can  be  proven  to  be  cost-effective,  steps  could 
be  taken  to: 

o      Give  priority  to  high-occupancy  vehicles 

o      Encourage  occupants  of  low-occupancy  vehicles  to  join  others  in 
high-occupancy  vehicles 

A  third  objective  of  the  MBTA  is  to  derive  as  high  a  proportion  of  its 
income  from  revenues  as  possible,  consistent  with  its  broader  needs  to  conform 
to  public  policies.  Pricing  strategies  for  the  garage  therefore  become  an 
important  element.  High  prices  would  reduce  demand;  low  prices  would  increase 
demand.  The  relationship  between  garage  revenues,  transit  ridership  revenues, 
number  of  cars  (and  occupants)  diverted  from  the  highways  and  transit  ridership 
need  to  be  constantly  assessed. 

Garage  Opening  Strategy  -  Experience  with  other  new  garages  has  shown 
that  it  will  probably  take  some  months  for  the  garage  traffic  to  build  up  to 
capacity.    During  that  time  the  MBTA  could  monitor  the  garage  activity  to  build 
up  base  information  about  auto-occupancy  rates,  percent  of  spaces  occupied  by 
incremental  15  minute  periods,  and  the  like.    One  or  more  surveys  of  all 
boarding  transit  riders  and/or  occupants  of  vehicles  entering  the  garage  would 
be  useful  in  developing  this  data  base  concerning  activity  under  uncontrolled 
circumstances. 

Controlling  Use  of  Garage  by  Time  of  Day  -  This  technique  has  been 
discussed  by  the  ATAC  and  by  others  as  a  means  to  reduce  peak  hour  congestion. 
Suggestions  have  been  made    that  if,  say,  only  1,000  spaces  were  permitted  to  be 
used  during  the  AM  peak  period,  the  number  of  right  turns  from  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  could  be  cut  in  half  during  the  AM  peak, 
because  the  second  1,000  drivers  would  soon  learn  that  garage  space  is  not 
available  to  them.    However,  the  result  would  be  that  this  second  1,000  would 
remain  part  of  the  through  traffic  passing  through  the  Rindge  Avenue  intersec- 
tion or  using  by-pass  streets  through  Belmont.    Alternatively,  if  they  are 
determined  to  take  some  advantage  of  the  accessibility  of  the  Alewife  station, 
they  would  drop-off  passengers  there  and  continue  on  their  journey  to  work. 
Drivers  would  then  be  making  turning  movements  at  the  Rindge  Avenue  Extension- 
Alewife  Brook  Parkway  twice  during  the  AM  peak. 

Use  of  this  technique  would  thus  be   counter   productive  and 
inconsistent  with  the  MBTA's  objectives  of  removing  AM  peak  hour  traffic  from 
the  streets  and  maximizing  transit  ridership.    The  MBTA  should  encourage  the 
full  use  of  the  2,000  spaces  in  the  garage  as  early  as  possible  after  opening, 
and  should  encourage  AM  peak  hour  drivers  to  use  it. 

Then,  as  the  garage  approaches  capacity,  other  selected  TSM  techniques 
could  be  imposed. 

HOV  Garage  Priority  -  As  the  garage  approaches  capacity,  a  proportion 
of  the  spaces  could  be  reserved  for  use  by  HOVs  exclusively,  or  LOVs  could  be 
charged  a  higher  per  vehicle  fee.    Each  technique  could  be  tried,  but  not  in 
combination,  to  ascertain  their  effectiveness.    The  ratio  of  spaces  allocated  or 
the  differential  in  fees  would  be  largely  a  matter  of  trial  and  error,  but  it 
should  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  objectives  of  the  tests  are  to  increase 
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ridership,  to  keep  the  garage  fully  occupied,  and  to  increase  revenues  to  at 
least  cover  policing  and  other  costs  associated  with  administering  such  a 
program. 

Encouraging  LOV  Occupants  to  Join  HOV  Pools  -  This  is  not  an  objective 
easily  achieved  because  of  the  wide  variations  in  individuals'  time  demands, 
schedule  irregularities,  travel  patterns  and  life  styles.    This  technique  would 
make  greater  use  of  existing  Caravan,  Inc.  resources.    It  would  expand  current 
EOTC  and  MBTA  efforts  to: 

o      Work  through  large  Boston  and  Cambridge  employers  to  reach  employees 
either  driving  to  work  or  using  MBTA  garages  and  explore  ways  in  which 
they  might  be  induced  to  begin  their  HOV  journey  closer  to  home.  Of 
course,  the  most  feasible  HOV  mode  in  some  instances  might  be  one 
which  would  use  the  bus  terminal  rather  than  the  garage. 

o  Work  through  local  community  groups  to  organize  carpools  or  vanpools 
through  neighborhood  associations,  churches,  or  local  transportation 
committees. 

Again,  this  program  involves  continuing  additional  administrative 
costs  which  must  be  taken  into  account  when  evaluating  program  effectiveness. 

Bus  Service  -  As  indicated  above,  exploration  of  techniques  for 
increasing  the  ratio  of  HOVs  may  reveal  that  bus  service  may  be  found  more 
attractive  for  some  than  carpools  or  vanpools  if  the  bus  service  could  be 
tailored  to  meet  their  needs. 

The  Lexington  Transportation  Advisory  Committee  has  already  approached 
the  MBTA  about  the  possibility  of  running  a  Lexpress  route  to  Alewife. 

The  current  Northwest  Corridor  MBTA  bus  study  recognizes  that  the  bus 
network  needs  to  be    designed  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  potential  riders,  not 
just  those  destined  for  The  Red  Line.    For  example,  many  northwest  corridor 
residents  whose  destination  is  the  Harvard  Square  area  may  prefer,  for  both  cost 
and  convenience  reasons,  to  take  a  single  vehicle  bus  ride  from  their  home 
neighborhood  direct  to  Harvard  Square  without  the  extra  transfer  and  extra  fare 
at  Alewife.    With  many  present  bus  system  riders  continuing  to  use  a  direct  to 
Harvard  Square  route,  new,   less  crowded  service  to  Alewife  should  attract 
additional  riders  over  those  now  using  buses. 

Subway  Service  -  Equipment  or  track  failures,  signal  and  communica- 
tions breakdowns,  and  delays  caused  by  other  circumstances  have  produced  a 
deterioration  in  service,  and  perhaps  more  importantly,  in  peoples  perception  of 
the  Red  Line  as  a  dependable  line.    Several  current  actions  of  the  MBTA  are 
designed  to  assure  increased  total  system  dependability.    These  include,  among 
other  things,  the  rebuilding  of  the  existing  fleet,  the  ordering  of  54  new  cars, 
the  lengthening  of  all  platforms  to  permit  six-car  operation,  and  the  upgrading 
the  power  distribution  system. 

Satellite  Parking  -  In  the  Boston  metropolitan  area,  with  its  one 
vehicle  ride  to  downtown  by  commuter  rail,  express  bus  or  rapid  transit  being 
available  in  so  many  corridors,  the  concept  of  satellite  parking  requiring  a  bus 
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shuttle  faces  competition  as  an  acceptable  travel  mode.    Nevertheless,  the  MBTA 
has  an  active  parking  program  which  includes  the  creation  of  satellite  facili- 
ties.   Two  locations  currently  being  examined  are  the  St.  Camillus  church  park- 
ing lot  on  Route  2  and  the  former  Arlington  Heights  bus  yard  on  Massachusetts 
Avenue. 

Locations  which  would  be  served  by  express  bus  to  Boston  or  Cambridge 
and  by  shuttle  buses  or  vanpools  to  suburban  industrial  complexes  as  well  as  by 
a  shuttle  to  Alewife,  would  probably  prove  most  popular. 

Alewife  Employers  Actions 

To  this  point,  the  TSM  discussion  has  been  limited  to:    a)  taking 
peak-hour  through  traffic  off  the  highway  and  putting  it  into  the  Alewife 
garage,  b)  when  competition  for  garage  space  intensifies,  giving  priority  to 
higher-occupancy  vehicles,  and  c)  having  people  start  their  mass  transit  journey 
further  out. 

The  Alewife  station  and  garage  are  at  the  apex  of  an  area  of  intense 
development  activity.    By  1987,  assuming  the  full  development  projections,  the 
Alewife  station  and  garage  will  be  generating  only  25  percent  of  the  total 
peak-hour  street  traffic  generated  by  activities  in  the  Alewife  area. 

Although  the  possible  actions  are  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
State,  the  State  recognizes  that  to  permit  the  whole  Alewife  area  to  function,  a 
transportation  systems  management  program  should  also  seek  ways  of  limiting  and 
managing  development  traffic  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  local  and  regional 
objectives  of  encouraging  jobs  and  tax-paying  land  uses.    The  State  would, 
therefore,  continue  to  cooperate  with  employers  and  their  employees  concerning 
the  following  actions: 

Transit  Ridership  -  Employees  should  be  encouraged  to  use  transit  to 
and  from  work.    Job  opportunities  should  be  advertised  in  the  newspapers  of 
communities  served  by  transit  lines  routed  to  Alewife.     Passholders  could 
receive  bonuses  or  benefits  of  some  nature  from  their  employers,  such  as 
employers  participating  in  the  costs  of  employee  passes.    The  MBTA  is  constantly 
working  with  employers  to  encourage  transit  and  pass  use. 

Carpools  and  Vanpools  -  Alewife  area  employees  should  be  encouraged 
to  avail  themselves  of  services  provided  by  Caravan,  Inc. 

Shuttle  Bus,  Shared  Taxi,  Subscription  Bus  -  With  the  Alewife  Terminal 
in  place,  the  applicability  of  these  modes  would  be  less  than  for  areas  not  as 
well  served  by  transit.    Nevertheless,  employers  should  be  encouraged  to 
identify  situations  in  which  they  may  prove  to  be  applicable,  such  as  the  A.  D. 
Little  shuttle  to  Belmont  Center. 

Parking  Controls  -  Each  business  in  the  area  could  probably  benefit 
from  some  procedures  for  controlling  parking  in  the  areas  assigned  to  them. 
Certainly  carpools  and  vanpools  should  be  assured  of  spaces,  as  should  flex-time 
workers  who  arrive  after  the  morning  peak.    Businesses  have  had  long  experience 
in  developing  and  maintaining  parking  controls,  and  Alewife  businesses  should  be 
encouraged  to  use  the  most  effective  applicable  techniques. 
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Flexible  Work  Schedules  -  Coordinating  efforts   among   the  various 
businesses  in  the  area  to  develop  flexible  work  schedules  appropriate  to  their 
own  needs  should  be  encouraged.    The  MBTA  has  information  on  and  promotes  the 
use  of  flexible  work  schedules. 

Reduced  Parking  Demand  -  Community  policy,  through  zoning,  already 
assumes  the  area  will  be  occupied  by  businesses  with  lower  than  average  parking 
demand.    Whether  this  level  of  demand  can  be  reduced  further  by  offering  rental, 
tax  or  other  incentives,  needs  further  analysis  by  building  owner  and  manager 
and  community  representatives. 

Conclusions 

An  imposing  set  of  Transportation  Systems  Management  measures  are 
already  being  applied  at  the  Alewife  area.    These  include  the  Red  Line,  the 
feeder  bus  system,  the  reduction  in  number  of  travel  lanes  available  to  traffic 
moving  from  Route  2  to  Alewife  Brook  Parkway,  and  the  stringent  parking  controls 
imposed  by  the  City  of  Cambridge. 

The  maximum  utilization  of  the  garage  is  essential  as  a  support  of 
these  TSM  measures  and  as  an  additional  measure  that  would  be  effective  in 
reducing  overall  vehicle  miles  traveled.    Providing  a  direct  means  of  access  to 
and  egress  from  the  station  and  garage  for  buses,  park-ride  and  kiss-ride 
vehicles  which  avoid  the  major  traffic  bottleneck  intersections,  and  the 
redesign  of  such  intersections  to  improve  traffic  flow  are  in  themselves 
significant  TSM  techniques. 

To  supplement  the  full  use  of  the  garage,  additional  TSM  measures  are 
available  as  described  in  this  section.  Their  increased  use  in  the  Alewife  area 
could  be  beneficial  as  a  brake  on  increasing  traffic  volumes. 

Within  the  MBTA  garage,  if  vehicle  occupancy  controls  are  introduced, 
they  should  be  used  to  increase  transit  ridership,  not  reduce  traffic  volumes. 
The  full  use  of  the  Alewife  garage  by  transit  users  is  an  important  element  in 
the   overall   Transportation   Systems   Management   program  for  the  Boston 
metropolitan  area. 


L.      OTHER  IMPACTS 

1 .     Land  Acquisition 

In  addition  to  Parkland  acquisitions  as  described  in  Section  III-E., 
the  proposed  project  requires  negotiation  of  easements  over  two  parcels  of 
property  which  are  privately  owned.    The  shape  and  location  of  these  parcels  are 
as  indicated  in  Figure  III— I .    Neither  parcel  contains  structures  and  no  dis- 
placment  will  result  from  the  easements.    The  value  of  these  two  parcels  has  not 
yet  been  determined. 

Parcel  A  which  is  10,000+^  square  feet  in  area,  abuts  the  Concord 
Turnpi ke  (Route  2)  to  the  immediate  west  of  Acorn  Park  Road  and  is 
required  for  the  inbound  ramp.    The  property  which  is  owned  by 
Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc.  is  landscaped  frontage  to  an  office  building. 


50 


Parcel  B  which  is  30,000+  square  feet  in  area  is  the  parcel 
which   links   the   outbound    ramp    from    the   MBTA's  Fitchburg 
Freight    Cut-off    to    the    ramp    approach    to    the  Concord 
Turnpike-Alewife    Brook    Parkway    intersection    at    the  MDC 
Right-of-Way.     A  portion  of  the  property,  which  is  owned  by 
W.  R.  Grace,  is  presently  used  for  Red  Line  con- 
struction.    The  remainder  is  unused.    Commercial  development  is 
proposed  for  the  unaffected  portion  of  the  W.  R.  Grace  site.  An 
easement  would  be  negotiated  for  this  parcel. 

2.  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

The  land  in  the  alignment  of  the  Interim  Access  Roads  is  not  occupied 
by  buildings  as  indicated  in  the  previous  section.    The  Arthur  D.  Little  site  is 
used  for  research  and  development/general  office,  the  Alewife  Brook  Reservation 
is  Open  Space,  the  transportation  right-of-way  is  classified  as  Government 
Institutional,  the  W.  R.  Grace  property  has  been  used  for  industrial  purposes 
but  is  now  proposed  for  office  and  hotel  use,  and  the  Metropolitan  District 
Commission  property  is  classified  as  Open  Space. 

Land  use  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  is  changing  as  can  be 
seen  by  comparing  Figure  III -P  a  1975  land-use  map  and  Figure  III -Q  is  a  1984 
land-use  map. 

The  proposed  project  is  consistant  with  land  use  in  the  area  as 
evidenced  by  the  support  of  the  Cambridge  Community  Development  Department 
(Section  V-H). 

In  accordance  with  state  legislation,  the  MBTA  does  not  fall  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  local  zoning.    As  such  the  proposed  project  requires  no  change 
to  local  zoning  laws. 

3.  Noise 

The  proposed  project  will  result  in  noise  from  traffic  diverted  to  the 
inbound  and  outbound  ramps  from  Route  2  between  Acorn  Park  Road  on  the  Concord 
Tunrpike  to  Rindge  Avenue  on  Alewife  Brook  Parkway. 

The  diversions  will  result  in  a  reduction  of  traffic  on  this  segment 
of  Route  2  and,  consequently,  a  reduction  in  noise  levels  on  this  segment  of 
roadway. 

The  nearest  sensitive  noise  receptors  in  the  vicinity  of  the  outbound 
ramp  on  the  east  of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  are  residences  on  Whittemore  Avenue. 
These  residences  are  closer  to  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  than  they  are  to  the 
proposed  ramp.    The  new  ramps  are  less  than  one  third  the  distance  from  the 
existing  roadways  and  the  potential  noise  receptor.    By  virtue  of  the  distance 
between  the  ramp  and  Whittemore  Avenue  and  the  existence  of  a  roadway  with 
higher  traffic  volumes  nearer  to  Whittemore  Avenue  residences,  the  noise  impact 
of  the  proposed  ramp  should  not  be  significant. 
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On  the  west  side  of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  the  inbound  ramp  parallels 
the  Concord  Tunrpike  then  crosses  the  Alewife  Brook  Reservation.    The  outbound 
ramp  parallels  the  border  of  the  Reservation  between  the  inbound  ramp  and  Ale- 
wife Brook  Parkway.    The  Reservation  by  virtue  of  its  lowland  nature  is  little 
used  by  humans  and  as  such  is  not  a  sensitive  noise  receptor.    There  are  no 
known  sensitive  noise  receptors  in  the  vicinity  of  this  roadway.    The  proposed 
ramps  on  the  west  side  of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  should  have  no  significant  noise 
impacts.    There  may  be  some  increase  in  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  Reserva- 
tion due  to  the  introuduction  of  automobile  traffic  through  the  area  on  the 
inbound  ramp.    The  noise  impact  would  not  effect  the  most  sensitive  areas  of  the 
Reservation. 

4.  Navigable  Waterways  and  Coastal  Zones 

The  project  does  not  impact  navigable  waterways  or  coastal  zones 
although  Alewife  Brook  is  used  for  canoeing.    A  railroad  bridge  has  existed  on 
the  site  for  many  years  and  the  ramp  bridge  required  by  the  project  will  provide 
the  same  clearance  to  accommodate  canoeists. 

5.  Endangered  Species 

Based  on  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior's  Threatened  Wildlife  in  the 
United  States,  no  threatened  wildlife  species  exist  in  any  part  of  the  Alewife 
area. 

A  more  detailed  discussion  of  Alewife  area  wildlife  can  be  found  on 
pps.  VI-95,  96  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  -  Red  Line  Extension: 
Harvard  Square  to  Arlington  Heights,  U.S.  DOT,  August  1977. 

6.  Energy  Requirements  and  Potential  for  Conservation 

The  proposed  project  will  impact  energy  consumption  both  during  and 
after  construction.    Energy  will  be  consumed  during  construction  as  required  for 
the  fabrication  and  transporting  of  construction  materials  and  the  operation  of 
construction  equipment. 

Upon  completion  of  construction,  the  project  will  impact  energy  con- 
sumed by  buses  and  cars.    Diverting  traffic  from  the  congested  Route  2  to  the 
Interim  Access  roads  willl  reduce  traffic  congestion  and  associated  engine 
idling  and  stop  and  go  traffic,  thereby  reducing  associated  fuel  consumption. 
The  Interim  Access  roads  will  also  improve  access  to  Alewife  Station  and 
increase  the  use  of  mass  transportation  and  reduce  auto  use  thereby  further 
contributing  to  reductions  in  energy  consumption. 

7.  Historic  Properties 

There  are  no  known  historic  properties  in  the  project  area. 

8.  Community  Disruption 

The  proposed  project  consists  of  an  inbound  and  outbound  roadway  and 
the  replacement  of  a  rotary  by  a  signalized  intersection.  The  inbound  roadway 
parallels  an  existing  roadway,  then  traverses  a  railroad  right-of-way  which  is 
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bounded  on  either  side  by  open  space.    The  outbound  road  is  bounded  on  one  side 
by  the  Alewife  Station  Parking  Garage  and  the  other  by  open  space  while  follow- 
ing the  alignment  of  a  former  railroad  right-of-way.    The  outbound  road  then 
turns,  paralleling  an  existing  road  and  turns  again  rising  to  the  grade  of  an 
existing  road.    The  proposed  roadways  do  not  divide  or  disrupt  local  communities 
and,  as  such  create  no  significant  community  disruption. 

There  may  be  some  detouring  of  traffic  onto  streets  in  Belmont, 
Arlington  and  Cambridge  during  the  reconstruction  of  the  rotary.    The  contractor 
will  be  required  to  maintain  present  roadway  capacities  in  terms  of  number  of 
travel  lanes.    All  efforts  will  be  made  to  minimize  disruption  of  through 
traffic.    Any  community  disruption  due  to  detouring  traffic  will  be  short  term. 
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IV    MEASURES  TO  MITIGATE  IMPACTS 


A.      ADJUSTMENT  IN  DESIGN  STANDARDS 

The  DEIR  proposed  that  the  inbound  ramp  across  the  Reservation  and  the 
outbound  ramp  adjacent  to  Yates  Pond  be  built  at  a  grade  above  the  level  of  a 
100-year  storm.    The  FEIR  proposes  an  adjustment  in  design  standards  in  order  to 
mitigate  impacts.    This  adjustment  is  to  place  the  two  roads  at  the  50-year 
storm  level.    This  is  justified  because: 

o      The  roadway  for  the  most  part  is  bituminous  surfacing  on  grassed 
embankments.     Innundation  during  a  flood  condition  would  result  in 
little  if  any  physical  damage  to  the  facility. 

o      The  facility  is  a  temporary  one,  to  be  replaced  by  permanent  facility 
as  quickly  as  possible.    The  risks  of  witnessing  a  100-year  flood 
during  the  short  useful  life  of  the  interim  facility  is  therefore 
relatively  small . 

Environmental  benefits  resulting  from  this  adjustment  include: 

o      Lowering  the  roadway  below  the  flood  elevation  of  the  100-year  storm 
reduces  the  area  disturbed  by  construction  beyond  the  actual  limits  of 
the  roadway  surface  in  sensitive  bordering  areas.     Lower,  and 
therefore  narrower,  embankments  will  be  required. 

o      Lowering  the  roadway  below  the  flood  elevation  of  the  100-year  storm 
reduces  the  need  for  compensating  flood  storage  capability  in  the 
area. 

o      Lowering  the  roadway  below  the  flood  elevation  of  the  100-year  storm 
reduces  the  difference  in  grade  between  roadway  and  the  surrounding 
area.    Therefore,  the  facility  will  be  less  visually  intrusive  to  the 
area. 


B.      REPLACEMENT  OF  PARKLANDS 

A  transfer  of  34,858  square  feet  of  MDC  Reservation  land  to  the  MDPW 
for  transportation  purposes  is  required  by  the  Interim  Access  project. 

The  MBTA's  Fitchburg  Freight  Cut-off  rail  line  right-of-way,  contain- 
ing about  6.5  acres,  forms  the  southern  boundary  of  the  Alewife  Brook  Reserva- 
tion.   Of  this,  approximately  3.7  acres  must  continue  to  be  held  by  the  MBTA  to 
preserve  a  transportation  right-of-way.    The  MBTA  commits  to  transfer  to  the 
MDC,  the  remaining  land,  a  variable  width  parcel  of  about  122,000+  square  feet 
to  compensate  for  the  35,000+  square  feet  of  existing  Reservation-! and  required 
for  the  project.    This  land  is  shown  in  Figure  IV-A.    Other  measures  to  mitigate 
impacts  are  shown  in  Figures  IV-B  and  IV-C. 
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Pedestrianways  and  bikeways  are  to  be  provided  as  part  of  the  Interim 
Access  project  for  the  residents  of  adjacent  Cambridge  and  Arlington  neighbor- 
hood.   The  MBTA  land  would  provide  the  MDC  with  a  corridor  between  the  Reserva- 
tion and  Belmont  streets  on  which  the  pedestrian/bikeway  link  to  Belmont  could 
be  completed  by  the  MDC  in  the  future. 


C.      REPLACEMENT  OF  WETLANDS 

A  major  reason  for  the  design  and  subsequent  selection  of  the  pre- 
ferred alternative  was  its  minimal  impact  on  wetlands,  only  3,200  square  feet. 

It  is  proposed  that  uplands  within  the  Reservations  adjacent  to  the 
freight  cut-off  be  used  to  replace  the  3200  square  feet  of  wetlands  displaced  by 
the  project  as  well  as  for  the  creation  of  a  compensatory  storage  area.  Grading 
and  landscaping  would  be  done  consistent  with  the  needs  for  a  pedestrianway/ 
bikeway  to  Belmont  and  with  other  uses  of  the  Reservation  as  may  be  deemed 
appropriate  by  the  MDC.    A  preliminary  proposed  treatment  of  the  area  identi- 
fying the  replacement  wetlands  is  shown  in  Figures  IV-A  and  IV-B. 

These  uplands  include  part  of  the  old  railroad  embankment  and  a  long, 
low  ridge  north  of  it.    The  ridge  appears  to  be  man-made,  being  composed  of  a 
heterogeneous  mixture  of  silt/clay  and  organic  peat  or  muck.    It  was  probably 
dumped  there  when  the  freight  cut-off  line  and  adjacent  sewer  excavations  were 
mucked  out.    Despite  its  probable  origin,  the  ridge  in  part  has  become 
attractively  vegetated  with  Staghorn  Sumac,  Blackberries,  grasses,  sedges  and 
herbaceous  plants.    Other  parts  are  relatively  unvegetated  and  disrupted  by 
trail  bike  use. 

It  is  proposed  that  the  ridge  be  removed  selectively,  leaving  some  of 
the  more  handsome  Sumac  stands  and  taking  care  not  to  disturb  the  existing 
vegetation  in  the  ditch  between  the  ridge  and  the  railroad  embankment  where 
there  are  some  existing  Arrowwood  Viburnums,  Red  Stem  Dogwood,  Alder,  and  other 
species.    It  is  also  proposed  that  part  of  the  railroad  embankment  would  be 
removed,  leaving  sufficient  width  for  a  berm,  railroad  R-O-W  of  sufficient  width 
for  a  single  track,  pedestrian/bike  path  and  buffer  plantings.    The  excavated 
areas  would  be  seeded  with  indigenous  seed  mixes  and  replanted  with  native 
species.    In  part,  this  may  be  done  by  stripping  the  top  6  inch  layer  of  soil  on 
the  ridge  and  respreading  it  after  excavation  and  grading  have  been  done.  Many 
roots  of  the  existing  herbaceous  materials  and  grasses  and  seeds  will  thus 
regenerate  themselves,  and  provide  cover  and  food  for  wildlife  of  the  area. 

In  providing  for  wetlands  and  flood  storage,  there  is  an  opportunity 
for  recreating  a  landscape  that  is  as  attractive  or  more  attractive  than  what 
exists.    Finished  grading  can  be  molded  and  blended  into  the  surrounding  terrain 
and  native  plant  species  not  presently  existing  there  can  be  introduced  to 
attract  more  varied  wildlife.    Also,  clean-up  of  existing  trash,  old  tires  and 
debris  would  be  accomplished. 

This  area  represents  one  of  the  temporary  construction  easements 
requested,  and  while  regrading  is  occurring,  this  parkland  area  would  be 
subjected  to  temporary  disruption. 
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D.      COMPENSATORY  FLOOD  WATER  STORAGE 


The  Interim  Access  roadways  involve  some  filling  in  a  flood  plain  and 
therefore  result  in  a  displacement  of  a  volume  which  would  have  previously  been 
available  for  storage  of  flood  waters  during  a  flood  condition.    To  mitigate 
this  impact,  the  first  step  was  to  reduce  the  displacement  volume.    This  has 
been  achieved  by  keeping  the  roadway  as  low  as  practical  through  the  flood  plain 
area  and  by  using  retaining  walls  wherever  practical  to  minimize  the  need  for 
side  slopes  which  eliminate  storage  volume. 

On  the  inbound  roadway  the  road  surface  has  been  lowered  as  far  as 
elevation  7.5  DPW  Base,  which  is  consistent  with  a  less  stringent  50  year  flood 
design  control  rather  than  a  100  year  flood  design  control,  and  a  retaining 
wall,  eliminating  side  slopes,  has  been  provided  along  the  south  side  of  that 
roadway,  facing  the  floodplain,  from  near  Acorn  Park  Road  to  the  northerly 
abutment  of  the  bridge  over  the  Little  River. 

On  the  outbound  roadway,  the  road  surface  has  also  been  kept  as  low  as 
is  reasonably  possible  and  a  retaining  wall  to  eliminate  side  slopes  has  been 
provided  along  the  north  side  of  the  roadway  facing  Yates  Pond. 

Using  these  reduction  measures,  the  total  storage  displacement  in  the 
flood  plain  as  a  result  of  the  access  roadways  has  been  held  to  183,000  cubic 
feet. 

The  second  mitigation  approach  is  to  provide  compensatory  flood 
storage  to  replace  the  volume  lost  due  to  the  filling  for  the  access  roadways. 
This  compensatory  storage  is  provided  by  cutting  away  and  removing  material  in 
another  area  of  the  flood  plain  as  described  above  in  Replacement  of  Wetlands  so 
that  the  volume  thereby  made  available  for  flood  water  storage  equals  that 
volume  lost  by  filling. 

The  area  of  the  flood  plain  located  to  provide  this  compensatory 
storage  lies  along  the  northerly  side  of  the  Fitchburg  Freight  Cut-off  railroad 
track  to  the  west  of  the  Alewife  Station  Area.    This  strip  of  land  along  the 
railroad  tracks,  approximately  100  feet  wide  and  1,100  feet  long,  contains 
mounds  to  heights  of  as  high  as  elevation  10  DPW  Base  which  can  be  cut  down  to 
provide  the  required  compensatory  storage. 

This  area  can  be  cut  down  to  as  low  as  elevation  3  DPW  Base  which  is 
consistent  with  the  elevation  of  the  adjacent  wetlands.     In  fact,  it  is 
anticipated  that  the  low  lying  area  created  for  compensatory  flood  storage  will 
assume  the  appearance  of  the  adjacent  marshland,  as  described  in  the  Replacement 
of  Wetlands  Section. 

The  selective  removal  of  some  of  the  man-made  uplands  and  enlargement 
of  the  wetlands  within  the  Reservation  is  consistent  with  the  concept  that  the 
Reservation  should  serve  both  as  a  wild  preserve  and  as  a  water  retention  area. 

The  compensatory  flood  storage  provided  is  greater  than  the  filling 
due  to  the  access  roadways  at  all  intermediate  elevations  between  the  normal 
water  elevation  of  1.6  DPW  Base  and  the  100  year  flood  elevation  of  8.3  DPW 
Base.    At  the  100  year  flood  elevation  of  8.3  DPW  Base,  the  limiting  case,  the 
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Compensatory  flood  storage  provided  is  185,000  cubic  feet,  slightly  greater  than 
the  total  flood  storage  displacement  due  to  filling  of  183,000  cubic  feet. 

The  proposed  compensatory  flood  storage  areas  are  shown  in  Fig- 
ures IV-A  and  IV-B  and  the  compensatory  flood  water  storage  calculations  are  in 
Appendix  I. 

E.      OTHER  HYDR0L0GICAL  CONTROLS 

The  freight  cut-off  right-of-way,  being  a  raised  berm,  functions  as  a 
flood  control  device  under  certain  circumstances.    This  is  a  valid  function  and 
therefore  it  is  proposed  that  the  berm  be  maintained  as  part  of  the  railroad 
corridor  which  is  to  be  retained. 

The  structure  spanning  the  Little  River  will  have  sufficient  clearance 
and  span  so  as  not  to  impede  the  normal  flow  of  water.    The  bottom  of  the 
structure  will  be  at  the  same  elevation  as  the  structure  that  previously 
supported  the  railroad  across  the  river.    Thus  vertical  clearance  will  be  the 
same  as  before. 

Storm  water  run-off  from  the  Interim  Access  roadways  will  be  piped  to 
the  river.    Run-off  will  not  be  discharged  into  Yates  Pond  and  will  not  be 
discharged  at  a  velocity  sufficient  to  cause  scouring.    Pollutant  traps  will  be 
included  in  the  closed  conduit  drainage  system  to  the  extent  practicable. 

The  two  overall  affects  of  the  impermeable  pavement  associated  with 
the  project,  an  increase  in  runoff  quantity  and  a  decrease  in  runoff  quality, 
are  unavoidable.    A  variety  of  mitigation  measures  have  been  considered  and  are 
discussed  below. 

1.  Mitigation  Through  Maintenance  Policy  Choices. 

There  are  no  measures  available  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  runoff 
generated  through  maintenance. 

The  decrease  in  the  quality  of  runoff  could  be  lessened  if  roadway 
salts  were  not  applied  as  part  of  winter  maintenance.    However,  since  salt  would 
continue  to  be  applied  to  Route  2  and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway,  which  drain  into 
the  same  general  area,  this  reduction  would  be  of  little  consequence.  Also, 
restrictions  on  the  use  of  roadway  salts  are  usually  seen  as  a  safety  compromise 
which  is  not  justified  unless  a  public  water  supply  is  involved  and  that  is  not 
the  case  in  the  Alewife  area. 

Frequent  cleaning  of  the  roadways  would  lessen  the  contamination  level 
of  the  runoff.    However,  since  storm  frequency  in  this  area  is  relatively  high, 
the  frequency  of  cleaning  would  have  to  be  beyond  that  of  usual  maintenance 
practices. 

2.  Mitigation  Through  Material  Choices 

A  porous  pavement  on  the  roadway  surface  has  the  advantage  of  allowing 
some  infiltration  into  the  soil  to  take  place  thereby  decreasing  the  quantity  of 
runoff.    Porous  pavement,  however,  is  more  prone  to  wear  than  normal  pavement 
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and  is  not  usually  considered  suitable  for  areas  of  heavy  traffic  use.  A 
standard  highway  pavement  such  as  will  be  necessary  on  this  project  is  several 
inches  thick  and  of  a  very  dense  consistency  and  will  be  almost  completely 
impermeable . 

No  mitigation  measures  are  available  through  material  choices  to 
reduce  the  change  in  runoff  quality. 

3.     Mitigation  Through  Design  Choices 

In  order  to  promote  infiltration  where  possible,  sidewalks  will  be 
sloped  to  drain  away  from  the  roadway  onto  slopes  where  possible.    The  sidewalk 
runoff,  which  is  anticipated  to  contain  considerably  less  oil,  grease,  and  salt 
than  the  runoff  from  the  travel   lanes,  will  be  slowed  and  to  come  extent 
absorbed  by  the  vegetation.    By  travelling  overland  rather  than  entering  a 
closed  system,  more  opportunity  for  infiltration  into  the  soil  is  provided. 
Also,  perforated  pipe  can  be  used  in  place  of  normal  impermeable  pipe  to  allow 
some  of  the  runoff  to  infiltrate  into  the  soil  as  it  is  conveyed. 

Storage  areas,  either  above  ground  or  below  ground,  are  used  to 
control  runoff  to  allow  for  settlement,  separation,  or  dilution  of  contaminants 
to  take  place.    The  main  requirement  of  a  storage  approach  is  space  and  that  is 
particularly  lacking  in  the  Alewife  area.    Because  of  the  sensitive  nature  of 
the  surrounding  reservation,  the  extent  of  construction  has  been  severely 
restricted  and  providing  a  storage  area  for  runoff  would  be  inconsistent  with 
this  approach. 

The  runoff  from  the  travel  lanes  of  the  new  roadways  has  the  greatest 
potential  for  contamination  by  oil  and  grease.    This  runoff  requires  oil 
trapping  as  part  of  the  drainage  system  before  its  eventual  outfall  into  the 
waterways.    Unfortunately,  there  is  no  practical  method  available  for  the 
removal  of  salt  from  runoff. 


F.      TREATMENT  OF  OPEN  SPACES 

The  access  ramps  were  deliberately  designed  to  minimize  their  impact 
on  the  MDC  Reservation.    Sensitivity  to  this  relationship  is  demonstrated  as 
follows : 

1.  The  access  ramps  would  be  located  in  the  least  sensitive  area  of  the 
MDC  Reservation. 

The  Red  Line  Northwest  Extension  Final  EIS  found  that  "For  wildlife 
considerations,  the  most  valuable  area  of  the  Alewife  wetlands  is  generally  the 
Alewife  Brook  Reservation  West.    This  area  contains  a  great  diversity  of  plant 
species  and  life  forms;  is  well  buffered  from  most  of  the  urban  setting;  and  has 
a  more  favorable  interspersion  of  both  water  and  vegetation  than  the  remaining 
portions". 

The  MAPC  Open  Space  Study,  in  its  Technical  Memorandum:  Alewife  Open 
Space-Vegetative  Communities  and  Wildlife  Habitat,  undated,  concurred.  It  found 
that  the  section  of  the  Alewife  Reservation  affected  by  the  Red  Line  Extension 
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ranked  low  both  in  diversity  of  vegetation  and  in  remoteness  from  disturbance 
"by  people  and  their  pets,  reduced  noise,  etc.".    In  contrast,  the  area  of  the 
Reservation  in  Belmont  lying  between  Little  Pond  and  the  A.  D.  Little  property 
ranked  high  in  both  diversity  and  remoteness,  and  three  other  sections  of  the 
Alewife  Reservation  West  ranked  high  in  one  category  and  moderate  in  the  other. 

2.  The  access  ramps  avoid  bisecting  any  previously  undisturbed  open 
spaces.    The  inbound  ramp  runs  as  close  to  the  existing  Route  2  as  possible  and 
then  utilizes  the  Lexington  Branch  railroad  right-of-way  which  was  in  existence 
before  the  area  became  public  parkland.    The  outbound  ramp  also  uses  a  railroad 
right-of-way  which  predates  the  Reservation  and  then  passes  through  an  area 
previously  occupied  by  a  chemical  plant. 

3.  By  using  the  50-year  storm  as  the  design  standard  rather  than  the 
100-year  storm,  the  profiles  of  the  inbound  ramp  across  the  Reservation  and  of 
the  outbound  ramp  adjacent  to  Yates  Pond  will  be  lower,  causing  less  of  a  visual 
intrusion  into  areas  of  open  space. 

4.  With  the  exception  of  the  loop  formed  by  the  outbound  ramp  east  of  the 
Parkway,  in  every  instance  where  the  ramps  abut  wetlands,  parklands  or  other 
open  space,  a  pedestrianway/bikeway  is  placed  between  the  roadway  and  the 
abutting  area  providing  direct  pedestrian  access  to  the  Reservation. 

5.  Despite  the  temporary  nature  of  the  access  ramps,  landscaping  will  be 
provided  with  the  existing  wild,  natural  vegetation  described  earlier  in  the 
description  of  the  inbound  ramp. 

6.  Lighting  will  be  designed  to  avoid  unnecessary  visual  intrusion. 

7.  Areas  of  the  Reservation  abutting  the  roadways  but  unaffected  by 
construction  will  be  cleaned  as  required. 

8.  Design  of  the  replacement  parklands,  wetlands  and  compensatory  flood 
storage  areas  will  be  compatible  and  consistent  with  the  plans  advanced  in  the 
MAPC  Open  Space  Study  and  with  comparable  MDC  natural  reservation  areas. 


6.      CONSTRUCTION  STAGING  CONTROLS 

Due  to  the  nature  of  construction  activities,  operations  tend  to 
extend  beyond  the  limits  of  the  roads  themselves.    These  operations  include 
storage  of  materials,  temporary  access  roads  and  related  activities.  Con- 
struction activities  are  controlled  by  providing  specification  conditions  that 
require  the  contractor  to  develop  a  work  program  within  certain  limitations. 
For  this  project  it  would  include  as  a  minimum: 

a.  All  conditions  imposed  by  the  regulatory  agencies/commissions. 

b.  Restoration  of  all  impacted  areas. 

c.  Limiting  work  areas  by  placement  of  construction  fencing. 

d.  Strict  monitoring  of  the  contractor. 
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e.     Erosion  protection  measures. 


f.     Maintain  existing  roadway  capacities  in  terms  of  number  of  travel 
lanes. 

A  temporary  fence  would  be  constructed  a  little  beyond  the  lower  wall 
of  the  inbound  ramp  before  start  of  construction  to  exclude  construction 
vehicles  and  minimize  damage  to  the  unique  Staghorn  Sumac  grove  between  Route  2 
and  the  A.  D.  Little  parking  lot.    Other  such  restraining  barriers  will  be 
installed,  as  potential  impacts  on  sensitive  locations  are  identified  during 
construction. 

Between  Route  2  and  the  garage,  construction  impacts  will  be  contained 
within  the  previously  described  temporary  construction  easements. 

The  most  critical  construction  controls  relate  to  the  conversion  of 
the  rotary  into  a  signalized  intersection.    As  described  earlier  this  will  be 
done  in  six  stages.    The  main  emphasis  will  be  on  safety.    Measures  used  will 
include  temporary  signals,  temporary  pavement  and  pavement  markings,  temporary 
curbing  and  highly  visible  movable  barriers  as  required. 

Construction  noise  will  be  generated  by  heavy  equipment  such  as  cranes 
and  bulldozers.    Pile  drivers  may  be  used  in  the  construction  of  the  retaining 
walls  along  Route  2  and  jackhammers  may  be  used  in  removal  of  pavement  at  the 
Concord  Turnpi ke/Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection.    The  construction  contrac- 
tor will  be  required  to  maintain  noise  control  procedures  in  order  to  minimize 
adverse  impacts. 

The  proposed  construction  will  not  impact  any  major  utilities. 

Debris  and  spoil  will  result  from  reconstruction  of  the  Concord 
Turnpi ke/Alewife  Brook  Intersection.    To  the  extent  the  materials  meet  appli- 
cable construction  specifications,  they  will  be  reused  on  the  construction  site. 
Any  remaining  debris  will  be  properly  disposed  of  off  site  in  accordance  with 
applicable  laws. 

Measures  will  be  used  during  construction  to  control  dust  emanating 
from  construction  activities  such  as  excavations,  hauling,  stockpiling  and 
backfilling  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations. 

There  is  no  business  disruption  anticipated  as  a  direct  result  of  the 
proposed  project. 


H.  TRAFFIC 

One  of  the  by-products  of  traffic  congestion  at  the  Route  2  Rotary  and 
the  Rindge  Avenue-Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection  is  diversion  of  traffic 
into  other  streets  in  Arlington  and  Belmont.    The  reconstruction  of  the  Route  2 
rotary  will  affect  all  Route  2  and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  traffic.    It  is  essen- 
tial that  all  those  existing  movements  be  provided  for  during  the  construction 
period  to  miminize  further  diversions  into  local  streets. 
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This  impact  is  mitigated  by  the  staged  construction  of  the  ramps  and 
new  Route  2-Parkway  intersection  described  in  Section  III-C.    Of  paramount 
importance  to  the  construction  strategy  proposed  is  that  both  the  inbound  and 
outbound  ramps  be  built  and  put  to  use  as  quickly  as  possible. 

One  of  the  more  significant  safety  issues  is  the  Route  2  inbound 
approach  leg  to  the  rotary  area  which  changes  from  a  4  lane  expressway  section 
west  of  Lake  Street  to  a  2  lane  arterial  at  the  rotary.    While  the  longer-range, 
MDPW  EIS  study  would  determine  the  ultimate  character  of  this  roadway,  the 
inbound  access  ramp  will  ensure  that  improved  traffic  operations  can  occur 
during  this  interim  period.     The  Preferred  Alternative  removes  some  1,023 
vehicles  at  the  inbound  ramp  during  the  AM  peak  hour,  leaving  some  2,332 
vehicles  approaching  the  intersection.    This  30  percent  reduction  will  ease  the 
operations  in  the  revised  rotary  area. 

A  series  of  information,  directional  and  warning  signs  and  signals, 
which  will  indicate  the  forthcoming  decisions  required  and  direct  vehicles  to 
proper  lanes  and  proper  speeds  should  encourage  safer  operations  than  exists 
today. 
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V    RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DEIR 


The  format  and  content  of  the  Final  EIR  was  heavily  influenced 
by  the  comments  and  concern  expressed  by  the  agencies  and  individuals  who 
reviewed  and  commented  on  the  DEIR.     Every  effort  has  been  made  to 
incorporate  responses  to  the  comments  in  the  text  of  the  Final  EIR. 

On  the  following  pages,  the  comments  requiring  response  have 
been  extracted  from  the  letters  received.    Where  appropriate,  the  response 
makes  reference  to  the  section  of  the  Final  EIR  where  the  issue  is 
addressed.    In  some  instances,  the  nature  of  the  comment  makes  a  direct 
response  more  appropriate,  so  the  response  is  included  on  the  following 
pages,  following  immediately  after  the  comment. 


A.      EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

A-l    Comment:     "The  original  1976  Red  Line  EIR  indicated  that  new  ramps 
were  not  required  for  the  MBTA  station  and  garage  to  function  on  its 
initial  opening.    On  page  25  of  the  Interim  Access  EIR,  this  view  is 
reinforced  by  the  statement  that  the  reconstruction  of  the  Rindge  Avenue/ 
Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection  would  be  "adequate  for  the  station  and 
garage  alone"  until  the  Mass  DPW  completes  its  long-term  roadway  project. 
However,  traffic  generation  data  in  the  Interim  access  EIR  indicates  that 
1985  MBTA  traffic  alone  would  be  sufficient  to  cause  AM  peak-hour  capacity 
to  be  exceeded  by  20  percent  at  Rindge  Avenue,  with  no  development  growth. 
The  FEIR  should  explain  and  present  calculations  indicating  whether  or  not 
interim  access  improvements  are  warranted  for  MBTA  operations  alone." 

Response:    The  Red  Line  EIS's  conclusion  was  based  on  development  and 
traffic  assumptions  that  have  become  somewhat  outdated  in  the  intervening 
years.    It  is  particularly  difficult  to  review  the  current  base  year  (1982) 
volumes  and  determine  what  portions  of  those  volumes  are  due  to  normal 
growth  and  what  portions  are  due  to  recent  development  in  the  area  compared 
to  the  Red  Line  EIS  base  year  volumes  of  circa  1975  and  the  projection  year 
volumes  of  1980  and  1985. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  1982  volumes  cited  in  the  DEIR  are  counts 
of  actual  traffic  going  through  the  old  intersection.    The  v/c  counts  show 
that  this  intersection  is  operating  at  capacity  levels.    As  of  1982  there 
was  most  likely  additional  demand  at  the  intersection  remaining  unsatis- 
fied.   This  additional  demand  is  currently  being  stored  in  queues  and  is 
using  other  streets  in  surrounding  communities. 

The  1987  analysis  year  volumes  are  projections  of  demand  at  the 
intersection.    Where  calculations  of  v/c  ratios  of  these  future  demand 
volumes  yield  v/c  ratios  greatly  in  excess  of  capacity,  the  indication  is 
that  that  demand  could  not  be  satisfied  by  the  particular  design  alterna- 
tive.   In  such  cases,  the  excess  of  demand  over  capacity  would  either  form 
queues,  stretch  out  the  peak  period,  divert  to  other  facilities  or  most 
likely  utilize  some  combination  of  the  above. 


67 


The  following  are  calculations  of  v/c  ratios  at  the  Rindge  Avenue- 
Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection: 


A.M.  P.M. 

1)  1987  No  Build  (Projected  Demand)  1.31  1.00 
With  new  intersection  and  with 

only  MBTA  traffic  on  Rindge  Avenue 
Extension 

2)  1987  No  Build  (Projected  Demand)  1.39  1.46 
With  new  intersection  and  combined 

MBTA  and  development  traffic 

3)  1987  Alternate  4  (Projected  Demand)  1.25  1.02 
With  new  intersection  and  combined 

MBTA  and  development  traffic 

These  calculations  indicate  that  v/c  ratios  of  projected  demand  yield 
values  greatly  in  excess  of  capacity  which  means  that  future  actual  volumes 
in  1987  will  take  longer  to  pass  through  the  intersection.  The  preferred 
alternative  (line  3)  has  the  lowest  v/c  ratios  (albeit  still  in  excess  of 
capacity),  but  has  the  benefit  of  rerouting  over  50  percent  of  the  garage 
bound  traffic  out  of  the  intersection. 

Thus,  in  comparison  of  lines  1,  2  and  3,  the  preferred  alternative  is 
clearly  superior. 

A-2    Comment:    "How  does  the  peak-hour  traffic  generation  from  the  MBTA 
station  compare  to  peak-hour  development  traffic?" 

Response:    The  MBTA  would  generate  approximately  25  percent  of  the 
total  of  MBTA  and  development  peak-hour  traffic  for  the  1987  forecast  year. 
The  following  table  shows  a  summary  of  the  traffic  projections. 

Development  MBTA  Total 

A.M.  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Traffic  Traffic 

To  sites  3,286  1,200  4,486 

From  sites  1,016  200  1,216 

Total  4,302  1,400  5,702 

P.M.  Peak  Hour 

To  sites  995  200  1,195 

From  sites  3,511  1,200  4,711 

Total  4,506  1,400  5,906 

The  development  traffic  volumes  shown  above  are  the  total  projected 
volumes  generated  by  the  triangle,  quadrangle,  Grace,  ADL  and  other  smaller 
developments  in  the  Alewife  area. 
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A-3    Comment:    "Although  the  Mugar  development  in  Arlington  has  fulfilled 
its  MEPA  requirements,  the  Interim  access  EIR  does  not  include  any 
allowance  for  Mugar  by  1987." 

Response:    In  accordance  with  the  MEPA  scope,  it  was  assumed  that 
Mugar  development  generated  traffic  would  occur  only  after  decisions  had 
been  made  about  the  construction  of  the  permanent  Route  2  improvements. 
Under  those  circumstances,  the  projection  of  Mugar  development  generated 
traffic  is  a  function  of  the  MDPW  EIS  now  underway. 

A-4    Comment:   "The  EIR  does  not  attempt  to  assess  impacts  beyond  1987. 
However,  it  is  realistic  to  assume  that  interim  access  may  be  required  to 
function  into  the  1988-1990  period  as  well,  and  possibly  beyond.  .  . 
Cambridge  projections  indicate  that  ultimate  development  would  be  four 
times  the  development  utilized  in  the  Interim  Access  EIR.    Stated  another 
way,  the  1987  development  growth  represents  only  1/4  of  the  ultimate  growth 
projected  by  Cambridge.    These  development  traffic  issues  are  critical  in 
terms  of  understanding  the  effectiveness  of  the  interim  road  proposals  and 
the  ability  of  the  street  and  parkway  systems  to  handle  additional 
traffic." 

Response:    The  1987  target  year  was  selected  in  compliance  with  the 
EOEA  request,  made  on  page  5  of  the  Scope  for  the  EIR:    "For  convenience, 
the  traffic  volumes  utilized  should  be  based  on  the  1987  Phase  II  Build 
traffic  volumes  indicated  in  Figure  VII I-A-l  and  2  of  the  Final  EIR  for 
Cambridgepark  (EOEA  #4512)  prepared  for  Spaulding  and  Slye." 

During  the  initial  phase  of  this  study,  the  development  quantities  in 
the  Cambridgepark  EIR  were  reviewed  and  revised  according  to  the  best 
estimates  then  of  the  development  quantities  expected  to  be  in  place  in 
1987.    While  there  was  some  internal  reallocation  of  quantities  among  the 
various  developers,  the  1987  totals  of  the  Cambridgepark  EIR  and  this  EIR 
are  within  a  few  percent  of  each  other.    Table  VI-A  on  p.  69  of  the  DEIR 
displays  the  specific  quantities  for  each  development. 

At  no  time  have  the  Interim  Access  roadways  been  represented  as  an 
adequate  long-term  solution.    In  fact,  one  of  the  guidelines  consistently 
followed  in  the  development  of  the  alternatives  has  been  that  "any 
temporary  roads  should  facilitate  rather  than  impede  the  earliest  possible 
completion  of  permanent  road  improvements". 

A-5  Comment:  "...what  were  the  modal  split  assumptions  utilized  for 
various  developments?. . .What  figures  were  used  for  existing  and  future 
auto-occupancy  rates?" 

Response:    The  mode  split  and  vehicle  occupancy  assumptions  for  the 
various  developments  were  taken  from  the  Cambridgepark  EIR  (EOEA  #4512) 
because  the  1987  future  traffic  volumes  were  also  taken  from  that  EIR. 
While  there  was  some  slight  variation  among  the  various  development  sites, 
the  average  modal  split  to  the  Alewife  area  was  about  30  percent  transit 
and  the  vehicle  occupancy  was  1.3  persons  per  automobile. 
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A-6    Comment:     "What  is  the  capability  for  the  Red  Line  in  the  short  term 
(1985-1987)  to  handle  additional  passengers?" 

Response:    The  capacity  constraints  are  now,  and  will  probably  con- 
tinue  to  be,  on  the  South  Shore  leg  of  the  Red  Line.    Plans  for  increasing 
capacity  include  the  addition  of  54  cars  to  the  fleet  by  1986  and  the 
completion  of  the  lengthening  of  all  Red  Line  platforms  to  accommodate 
six-car  trains. 

If  all  South  Shore  and  Ashmont  trains  were  operated  to  Alewife, 
adequate  capacity  would  exist  under  present  or  future  conditions.  However, 
in  order  to  alleviate  South  Shore  crowding,  some  trains  would  probably  be 
turned  back,  both  under  existing  and  future  conditions.    After  the  new 
equipment  is  added  to  the  fleet,  with  all  trains  operating  to  Alewife,  the 
peak-hour  capacity  would  be  1,080  riders  every  4-5  minutes,  or  240  riders 
per  minute,  or  14,400  per  hour.    The  scheduling  of  turn-back  trains  would 
probably  be  adjusted  as  required  to  assure  that  adequate  capacity  is 
maintained  at  Alewife. 

A-7    Comment:     "Banning  development   traffic  from  the  ramps  would  be 
difficult  to  implement,  so  the  Final  EIR  should  emphasize  the  situation 
with  combined  traffic  on  the  ramps." 

Response:    Although  limiting  the  traffic  on  the  ramps  to  garage 
traffic  could  be  explored  as  a  possible  traffic  management  technique, 
the  difficulty  of  implementing  such  a  practice  is  recognized.  Substantial 
office  and  research  development  is  occurring  in  the  so-called  Triangle 
area,  adjacent  to  and  west  of  the  station.    As  a  practical  matter,  it  is 
recognized  that  the  traffic  generated  by  these  activities  would  likely  use 
the  interim  garage  access  to  by-pass  the  congested  Rindge  Avenue  intersec- 
tion.   The  roadway  design  takes  into  account  the  probability  that  the  road 
would  absorb  both  the  Alewife  Station  garage  and  area  development  traffic. 

A-8    Comment:     "The  primary  limitation  in  the  OEIR  traffic  analysis  is  the 
failure  to  deal  with  the  effects  of  turn  blockage,  treatment  of  two-lane 
left  turns,  and  the  handling  of  rotaries.    The  latter  problem  is  most 
severe,  because  the  EIR  suggests  that  present-day  traffic  volumes  exceed 
capacity  by  factors  of  3  to  4  at  the  Alewife  rotaries,  which  clearly  is  not 
the  real -world  case.    Generally,  traffic  now  moves  remarkably  well  through 
the  rotaries  and  they  are  not  the  traffic  flow  bottleneck—the  Rindge 
Avenue  signal  is  the  present  bottleneck  for  both  morning  and  afternoon 
periods.    The  Final  EIR  must  substantially  revamp  the  analysis  of  rotary 
capacity  to  show  proper  calibration  and  thus  become  more  realistic  and 
useful  as  a  prediction  method  at  Alewife..." 

"The  EIR  also  includes  some  questionable  handling  of  signal  phasing 
and  turning  movements,  but  overall,  the  intersection  calculations  are 
credible  and  useful  for  a  Draft  EIR. 

"One  significant  exception  is  the  afternoon  peak-hour  performance  of 
the  new  signalized  intersection  replacing   the   Route  2   rotary.  MBTA 
officials  are  aware  of  problems  of  the  design  as  shown  in  the  DEIR,  which 
currently  has  a  pair  of  two-lane  movements  immediately  merging  into  a 
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2-lane  section  during  the  same  signal  phase.  Traffic  demand  does  not  match 
capacity,  as  the  DEIR  claims,  but  rather  may  exceed  capacity  by  40  percent. 
The  congestion  and  safety  implications  of  this  sudden  merging  are  evident, 
and  the  consultants  are  not  considering  merging  2  plus  1  lanes  into  either 
two  or  three  lanes.  Such  issues  have  critical  capacity  and  safety  implica- 
tions, and  the  new  intersection  (Alternative  4  Modified)  must  be  carefully 
assessed  in  the  Final  EIR  for  engineering  feasibility.  The  Massachusetts 
DPW  should  be  specifically  contacted  for  their  comments..." 

"...the  new  signalized  intersection  at  the  Route  2  rotary  is  likely  to 
operate  much  worse  than  the  DEIR  indicates,  both  in  terms  of  capacity  and 
safety.    It  will  probably  constitute  the  new  bottleneck  for  both  morning 
and  afternoon  peaks.    Existing  congestion  would  be  worsened  unless  at  least 
10  percent  of  the  entering  traffic  diverted  to  other  times  or  routes 
(300-500  cars).    The  diversion  would  have  to  be  as  high  as  30  percent  with 
the  currently  proposed  intersection  design..." 

"Alternative  4  needs  considerable  attention  to  the  intersection  design 
and  the  merging  of  outbound  traffic.    Ultimately,  there  may  be  a  require- 
ment to  have  three  lanes  leaving  the  rotary  area  and  heading  outbound  on 
Route  2.    This  action  may  require  slight  widening  and  use  of  the  existing 
Route  2  breakdown  lane  as  a  travel  lane." 

Response:    The  response  to  these  comments  is  contained  in  Appendix  E- 
Route  2  Rotary  Issues  and  in  Section  III-C. 

A-9    Comment:    "The  effect  of  turn  blockage  was  identified  during  Advisory 
Committee  discussions  in  response  to  the  observation  by  Richard  Sheridan 
that  traffic  volumes  at  Rindge  Avenue  exceeded  capacity  by  25  percent  for 
all  alternatives  in  the  1987  AM  peak,  including  the  No  Build.    Such  results 
implied  that  any  of  the  Build  alternatives  do  not  improve  bottleneck 
capacity  and  thus  are  quite  difficult  to  justify.    These  same  results  are 
carried  through  into  the  Draft  EIR,  and  the  same  questions  apply.  Con- 
siderations of  turn  blockage  should  have  been  included  in  the  calculations 
(and  must  be  included  in  the  Final  EIR),  and  this  factor  will  indicate  that 
excess  volumes  can  be  reduced  from  38  percent  for  the  No  Build  case  to 
6  percent  for  Alternative  #4.    In  other  words,  Alternative  #4  does  a  better 
job  of  handling  traffic  at  the  Rindge  Avenue  bottleneck  than  is  indicated 
by  the  Draft  EIR,  and  allows  for  a  capacity  improvement  of  about  1/3." 

"While  Alternatives  3  and  3A  do  comply  with  the  scoping  requirement 
that  at  least  one  alternative  avoid  crossing  Little  Ri ver/Alewife  Brook, 
the  improvements  are  primarily  one  way  (outbound  from  the  station)  and  do 
not  deal  with  the  morning  peak  flow  into  the  station.    This  situation  could 
be  improved  by  extending  the  right-turn  lane  on  the  Parkway  into  Rindge 
Avenue  Extension  from  its  current  match  with  the  existing  40-foot  parkway 
near  the  old  Freight  Cut-off  Bridge--to  the  Route  2  rotary.     Thus  a 
continuous  right-turn  lane  would  be  available  from  the  rotary  to  the  MBTA 
Station,  and  there  would  be  no  turn  blockage  effect  at  Rindge  Avenue.  The 
traffic  results  appear  to  be  equal  or  better  than  Alternative  4,  with 
lesser  impacts  on  the  Little  River  area.    The  Final  EIR  should  explore  the 
benefits  of  this  approach." 
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Response:    The  right  turn  into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  from  Alewife 
Brook  Parkway  southbound  is  the  most  critical  turn  during  the  morning  peak 
period.    The  effect  of  this  turn  was  analyzed  differently  in  the  DEIR  than 
in  the  EOEA  comments.    The  morning  analyses  has  been  recalculated  using  the 
EOEA  techniques  and  the  v/c  ratios  obtained  are  similar  to  those  arrived  at 
by  EOEA. 

The  right-turn  lane  can  accommodate  about  25  vehicles  per  traffic 
cycle  or  about  750  vehicles  per  hour  before  the  straight  lane  would  block 
the  right  lane.    This  blockage  affects  only  the  No  Build  alternative  and 
Alternative  3a  which  have  no  inbound  interim  access  roadways.    Under  these 
alternatives,  the  right-turn  lane  must  accommodate  about  1,850  right- 
turning  vehicles  per  hour. 

For  Alternatives  1,  2  and  4,  the  inbound  interim  access  roadway 
reduces  the  right-turn  lane  volume  to  about  620  vehicles  during  the  morning 
peak  hour.    Even  this  lower  volume  would  be  periodically  blocked  due  to 
random  arrival  patterns,  but  the  volume  is  low  enough  to  clear  the  right- 
turn  lane  as  a  part  of  the  southbound  green  phase.    In  other  words,  the 
right-turn  volumes  in  these  alternatives  do  not  need  a  total,  free-flowing 
right- turn  condition  to  operate  satisfactorily. 

The  EOEA  suggests  continuing  the  right-turn  lane  all  the  way  back 
from  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  to  the  rotary  area  as  a  potential  alternate 
to  providing  the  inbound  interim  access  roadway  from  Route  2  near  Acorn 
Park  Roadway. 

This  suggestion  has  three  potential  problems. 

First,  to  be  as  effective  as  Alternatives  1,  2  and  4  in  handling 
inbound  Route  2  traffic  destined  for  the  garage,  the  suggested  extended 
Alternative  3a  lane  would  need  to  be  separated  from  other  traffic  from  a 
point  on  Route  2  west  of  the  rotary.    A  second  lane  would  be  required  to 
accommodate  southbound  Parkway  traffic  destined  for  the  garage.  Widening 
the  Parkway  to  the  extent  required  would  not  be  reinforcing  Parkway  values 
and  would  impact  Yates  Pond. 

Second,  if  the  extended  lane  permitted  any  traffic  emerging  southbound 
from  the  rotary  to  enter  it,  it  would  induce  a  very  short  weave  of  the 
Parkway  traffic  from  the  Massachusetts  Avenue  direction  to  the  right-turn 
lane.    This  traffic  must  cross  the  Route  2  inbound  traffic  which  is 
destined  for  the  straight  lanes  on  the  Parkway  heading  southerly  of  Rindge 
Avenue. 

Thirdly,  all  of  the  right-turning  traffic  (some  1,850  vehicles)  would 
have  to  make  the  right-turn  at  Rindge  Avenue.    This  volume  itself  would 
overreach  the  capacity  of  a  right-turn  lane.    Further,  this  traffic  would 
also  have  to  merge  with  the  630  vehicles  turning  left  into  Rindge  Avenue 
Extension  from  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  northbound. 

In  view  of  the  availability  of  other  Build  alternatives  which  reduce 
congestion  at  the  Rindge  Avenue  extension,  avoid  introducing  a  merge  and 
weave  problem  on  the  Parkway,  the  suggested  extension  of  the  right-turn 
lane  to  or  beyond  the  rotary  would  appear  to  be  an  imprudent  action. 


72 


Concerning  the  evening  peak  hour,  the  left-turn  out  of  Rindge  Avenue 
Extension  is  a  critical  movement  and  is  estimated  at  about  1,980  vehicles 
per  hour.    The  DEIR  and  the  EOEA  had  differing  methods  of  analyzing  this 
left  turn,  but  both  came  to  the  same  conclusions.    In  the  No  Build  Alterna- 
tive, where  no  separate  facility  would  reduce  this  demand,  the  v/c  ratios 
would  exceed  capacity  by  50  percent  or  more. 

All  of  the  Build  alternatives  (1,  2,  3a  and  4)  provide  a  separate 
roadway  for  up  to  two-thirds  of  this  left-turn  demand  and  allow  for 
v/c  ratios  below  or  near  capacity  levels  under  either  the  DEIR  or  EOEA 
analysis  techniques.    Thus,  while  the  methodologies  differ  somewhat,  the 
general   conclusions  are  the  same:    a  Build  alternative  substantially 
reduces  congestion  at  this  critical  intersection  and  makes  a  significant 
improvement  to  maximize  garage  operations. 

A-10    Comment:    "The  queuing  analysis  summarized  in  Table  1 1 — 1  appears  of 
limited  utility.    Why  are  the  afternoon  queue  lengths  the  same  for  all 
build  alternatives  at  Rindge  and  Alewife,  even  though  the  V/C  ratios  are 
quite  different?    How  was  a  queue  length  of  64  vehicles  estimated  for  the 
No-Build  case,  when  the  V/C  ratio  is  1.46?" 

Response:    As  stated  in  the  comment,  this  queuing  analysis  is  of 
somewhat  limited  utility.    The  queue  lengths  were  arrived  at  through  the 
air  quality  analysis  rather  than  through  a  traffic  analysis. 

The  ITE  Transportation  and  Traffic  Engineering  Handbook  provides  a 
queue-delay  formula  technique  for  estimating  queue  lengths.    An  attempt  to 
use  this  methodology  failed  because  the  formula  is  valid  only  when  the  sum 
of  the  critical  lane  volumes  does  not  exceed  1,600.    For  the  preferred 
alternative,  this  sum  is  about  2,100  in  the  AM  and  about  1,700  in  the  PM. 

A  simplistic  approach  which  assumes  about  30  traffic  cycles  per  hour 
and  about  2,000  vehicles  over  2  lanes  on  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  southbound 
in  the  AM  peak  would  yield  an  average  of  about  33  vehicles  per  lane  per 
cycle.    This  type  of  load  intensity  does  not  lend  itself  very  well  to  a 
Poisson  type  of  distribution,  but  if  it  did,  the  queue  length  for  about  a 
95  percentile  would  be  about  40  vehicles  per  lane  for  the  preferred 
alternative. 

A-ll    Comment:     "How  were  the  diversions  derived?    The  similarity  of 
traffic  volumes  for  the  AM  and  PM  periods  suggests  that  these  diversions 
were  determined  independently  of  the  alternatives  and  their  intersection 
capacity  problems. . . " 

"If  a  preferred  alternative  is  selected  prior  to  the  Final  EIR,  this 
alternative  should  be  analyzed  for  the  likely  trip  diversions  which  would 
be  necessary  for  all  intersections  to  function.    Demand  should  be  reduced 
and  redistributed  until  demand,  volumes  and  capacity  are  equal  at  the  worst 
bottlenecks.    For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  development  assumptions 
for  1987  should  be  kept  constant..." 


73 


"The  intersection  of  Brighton  and  Cross  Streets  in  Belmont  appears  to 
be  the  major  controlling  flow  bottleneck  for  the  Brighton-Blanchard  detour 
route  around  Alewife.    How  much  more  traffic  can  this  route  take  before 
intersection  congestion  is  the  primary  control?    Does  the  EIR  analysis 
allow  for  the  pedestrian  signal   phase  at  this  signal?    How  does  the 
analysis  of  the  Concord  Avenue/Blanchard  Road  intersection  compare  with 
observations  of  current  peak  hour  traffic,  with  the  existing  traffic  signal 
timing?" 

Response:    In  a  constrained  or  congested  situation,  traffic  will  shift 
or  divert  to  alternate  routes.    The  amount  of  such  diversions  is,  of 
course,  a  function  of  many  factors  such  as  the  degree  and  longevity  of 
congestion,  the  availability  and  congestion  of  alternate  routes  and  the 
destination  of  vehicles. 

The  degree  of  congestion  levels  at  the  Route  2  rotary  and  the  Rindge 
Avenue  intersection  are  the  most  severe  under  the  No  Build  alternative. 
Much  of  the  inbound  traffic  on  Route  2,  Massachusetts  Avenue  and  Concord 
Avenue  is  destined  easterly  of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  which  forms  a  natural 
northsouth  screenline.    Such  traffic  destined  easterly  of  this  line  must 
cross  the  line  at  either  the  Massachusetts  Avenue  intersection  or  the 
Concord  Avenue  rotary. 

Inbound  traffic  on  Route  2,  finding  varying  levels  of  congestion  at 
the  Route  2  rotary,  would  tend  to  shift  to  either  of  the  two  alternate 
routes;  Concord  Avenue  or  Massachusetts  Avenue.    The  primary  diversion 
route  to  Concord  Avenue  would  be  Blanchard  Road  and  the  similar  route  for 
Massachusetts  Avenue  would  be  Lake  Street. 

Trips  on  Route  2  can  be  considered  to  have  three  types  of  destina- 
tions.   The  first  type  would  be  those  destined  for  the  general  Alewife  area 
and  are  unlikely  to  divert  in  large  proportions  because  the  alternate  route 
would  be  a  more  circuitous  route  to  their  destination. 

The  second  type  of  trips  is  those  with  destinations  generally  easterly 
of  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  screenline.    Some  of  these  are  likely  to 
divert,  but  would  still  be  faced  with  similar  (albeit,  somewhat  lower) 
levels  of  congestion  at  the  Massachusetts  Avenue  intersection  or  at  the 
Concord  Avenue  rotary. 

The  third  type  of  trip  is  that  trip  destined  for  the  MBTA  Alewife 
Station.    Over  800  of  the  1,000  MBTA  trips  come  from  a  combination  of  the 
Route  2  and  the  Massachusetts  directions  and  must  pass  through  the  Route  2 
rotary.    About  half  of  the  800  plus  trips  are  estimated  to  be  existing 
trips  on  these  roadways  and  the  other  half  would  be  new  trips  to  the 
Alewife  Station. 

The  major  diversion  assumption  is  that,  in  the  most  congested  situa- 
tion (No  Build),  that  the  new  trips  to  the  Alewife  Station  would  not  be 
made  and  would  rather  continue  as  automobile  trips  to  destinations  easterly 
of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway.    The  inbound  trips  to  the  Station  were  then 
reduced  from  1,200  to  800  trips  and  these  trips  were  reassigned  to  the 
Concord  Avenue  from  Massachusetts  Avenue  corridors  easterly  of  Alewife 
Brook  Parkway. 
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For  the  evening  peak  hour,  the  mirror  image  situation  was  assumed  and 
diversions  were  reassigned  accordingly. 

The  EOEA  comments  noted  that  diversions  should  be  redistributed  until 
they  are  equal  at  the  worst  bottlenecks  and  further  noted  that  the  inter- 
section of  Brighton  and  Cross  Streets  appeared  to  be  the  major  controlling 
flow  bottleneck.    Additional  diversions  were  assigned  through  the  paths  of 
this  intersection  until   its  capacity  was  exceeded.    No  provisions  for 
pedestrian  phasing  at  this  intersection  was  considered  at  this  time. 

A-12    Comment:     "...despite  the  best  efforts  of  the  transportation 
engineers  and  the  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee,  the  intensity 
of  local  traffic  growth  overwhelms  these  efforts,  and  indicates  that 
development  schedules  and  intensity  are  out  of  balance  with  the  ability  of 
transportation  systems  to  respond  with  the  methods  suggested  to  date." 

Response:    The  interim  access  proposal  has  a  relatively  modest  yet 
important  objective:    it  is  to  facilitate  the  movement  in  and  out  of  the 
Red  Line  terminal  for  an  interim  period  while  more  adequate  permanent 
solutions  are  defined,  accepted  and  implemented. 

A-13    Comment:    "Traffic  management  is  no  longer  a  luxury  or  even  an  option 
for  Alewife,  it  must  be  seen  as  a  necessity.    The  initiative  of  the  Mystic 
River  Watershed  Association  has  been  responded  to  in  Appendix  G  of  the 
Draft  EIR,  with  the  overall  conclusion  that  there  is  no  pressing  need  to 
pursue  the  special   initiatives  outlined  by  MRWA.     However,  traffic 
management  options  provide  the  only  options  (short  of  development  controls) 
which  will  significantly  help  the  transportation  system  at  Alewife  to 
function.    In  consideration  of  traffic  problems  at  Alewife,  this  approach 
should  be  reconsidered  and  the  MBTA/EOTC  should  prepare  a  monograph  to 
revise  their  thinking  and  approach  to  reducing  vehicle  trip  generation  in 
the  Alewife  area  during  peak  periods.    This  monograph  should  precede 
circulation  of  the  Final  EIR  and  should  be  discussed  with  the  Alewife 
Transportation  Advisory  Committee." 

Response:     The  monograph  requested  is  incorporated  in  the  FEIR  as 
Appendix  G.    The  measures  proposed  are  included  in  the  FEIR,  Section  1 1 1 -K 
Supplementary  Transportation  Systems  Management  Actions. 

Application  of  traffic  management   techniques    is   an  essential 
ingredient  to  any  traffic  handling  solution  in  the  Alewife  area.  The 
initiative  of  the  MRWA  is  for  the  application  of  TSM  measures  as  part  of 
the  No  Build  alternative.    The  conclusions  drawn  in  Appendix  G  are  that  the 
MRWA  proposals  do  not  provide  the  benefits  of  a  Build  option. 

A-14    Comment:    "...the  Mass  DPW  should  be  contacted  for  data  on  historical 
traffic  growth  on  Route  2.    The  Department  maintains  a  permanent  counter 
station  on  Route  2  near  Lake  Street,  and  the  historical  trends  of  traffic 
growth  from  1950-1984  should  be  provided  as  background  information  on 
Alewife  growth." 

Response:     It  is  recognized  that  the  pattern  of  historical  traffic 
growth  on  Route  2  has  been  influenced  by  construction  of  the  rotary  decades 
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ago,  by  the  widening  and  grade-separation  of  Route  2,  by  local  area 
development  growth  and  by  the  general  growth  of  the  core  area. 

This  EIR  is  intended  to  resolve  short-term,  interim  issues  related 
primarily  to  the  planned  opening  of  the  Alewife  Station.    This  EIR  has 
proceeded  understanding  that  the  MDPW  is  concurrently  proceeding  with  the 
development  of  a  longer-term  EIS  which  will  address  the  issue  of  integrat- 
ing Route  2  into  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  in  a  manner  which  respects  the 
various  competing  interests  in  the  general  area. 

It  would  appear  that  the  compilation  of  historical  traffic  data  for 
this  EIR  would  be  of  marginal  utility  since  that  same  task  is  being  per- 
formed in  the  now  ongoing  Route  2  EIS  and  the  analysis  and  interpretation 
of  that  data  will  be  a  part  of  the  Route  2  alternative  investigations. 

A-15    Comment:     "Table  1 1 - 1  shows  identical  wetlands  impacts  (3,200  square 
feet)  for  both  Alternatives  3A  and  4,   although  the  latter  involves 
considerably  more  construction.    This  issue  should  be  resolved  in  the  Final 
EIR." 

Response:     According  to  the  maps  received  from  the  Arlington  and 
Cambridge  Conservation  Commissions,  the  inbound  ramp  of  Alternative  4  does 
not  affect  any  wetlands.    Thus  the  wetlands  impacts  of  Alternative  3a  and 
Alternative  4  are  the  same. 

A-16    Comment:     "The  floodplain  map  on  page  V-B  does  not  show  the  full 
extent  of  100-year  flooding.     The  Final    EIR  should  also  include  a 
Figure  V-G  showing  the  100-year  elevation  for  the  triangle  and  MBTA  station 
area.    Information  from  the  ADL  Draft  EIR  (EOEA  #4957)  should  be  utilized, 
along  with  suitable  mapping  to  show  the  floodplain  area  and  representative 
flood  water  depths  at  proposed  ramp  locations.    Note  that  the  ADL  EIR 
estimated  the  1955  flood  of  record  to  be  a  30-year  event,  rather  than  a 
100-year  storm,  with  flood  elevations  of  6.9  USGS.    However,  the  Interim 
Access  EIR  indicates  the  1955  flood  elevations  were  7.4  on  the  USGS  datum. 
The  Final  EIR  should  resolve  these  discrepancies." 

Response:    The  basis  of  the  flooding  calculations  used  in  the  DEIR  are 
the  Resources  Analysis  report  for  Alewife  Station  and  the  Camp,  Dresser  and 
McKee  report  for  the  Mystic  River.    These  reports  have  been  the  basis  of 
all  the  Red  Line  work  at  Alewife  and  have  been  accepted  by  all  regulatory 
agencies. 

The  Interim  Access  DEIR  and  the  ADL  DEIR  are  in  essential  agreement  on 
the  100-year  flood  elevation.    The  Alewife  Interim  Access  DEIR  reports  it 
at  8.28  USGS  datum  and  the  ADL  DEIR  reports  it  at  8.3  NGVD  (USGS). 

A  copy  of  Figure  3-15  from  the  ADL  DEIR  showing  the  100-year 
floodplains  for  the  Alewife  area  is  attached  as  Figure  V-A. 

A-17     Comment:     "Where   will    the  204,000  to  223,000  cubic  feet  of 
compensatory  storage  be  achieved?    What  areas  of  compensatory  storage  have 
already  been  claimed  for  the  construction  of  the  MBTA  station  and  garage? 
Plans  for  such  storage  must  be  provided  as  part  of  the  Final  EIR." 
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Response:  Plans  for  compensatory  storage  are  described  in 
Section  IV-D. 


A- 18  Comment:  "The  roadway  ramps  represent  a  major  and  permanent  use  of 
MDC  parkland,  and  there  should  be  efforts  to  mitigate  such  impacts  through 
the  provision  of  at  least  equal  area  and  quality  of  wetlands/parkl ands  to 
be  returned  to  the  MDC  to  stabilize  or  increase  the  Alewife  Reservation." 

Response:    The  Interim  Access  project  requires  the  taking  of  0.8  acres 
of  parkland  out  of  Reservation  total  of  124  acres.    The  plan  for  replace- 
ment of  parklands  and  wetlands  are  described  in  Section  IV-B  and  IV-C, 
respectively. 

A-19    Comment:     "The  aesthetics  of  the  MDC  parkway  system  must  also  be 
considered.    The  roadways  retain  considerable  potential  in  addition  to 
existing  landscaping  and  aesthetic  value.    The  interim  roadway  improvements 
should  be  assessed  in  terms  of  having  long-term  potentials  for  landscaping. 
Specific  provisions  should  be  defined  for  ways  to  reinforce  parkway  values 
and  compensate  for  pavement  widening. 

"What  specific  coordination  or  suggestions  are  appropriate  relative  to 
the  MAPC  Open  Space  Study?" 

Response:    The  enhancement  of  the  MDC  reservation,  the  reinforcement 
of  parkway  values,  and  relationships  with  the  MAPC  Open  Space  study  are 
discussed  in  Section  IV. 

A-20    Comment:    "Who  owns  the  land  over  the  Red  Line  tunnel:    MDC  or  MBTA? 
Does  the  MBTA  own  the  old  rail  bed  connecting  the  Bedford  Branch  with  the 
Freight  Cut-off--i ncluding  the  at-grade  crossing  of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway?" 

Response:    The  land  over  the  Red  Line  tunnel  is  owned  by  the  MBTA 
except  for  a  small  triangular  parcel  near  Yates  Pond.    The  old  railbed 
involving  the  at-grade  crossing  of  the  Parkway  was  never  acquired  by  the 
MBTA. 

A-21    Comment:    "The  Interim  Access  alternatives  should  be  briefly  assessed 
in  terms  of  construction  phasing  at  key  bottleneck  areas.    The  reconstruc- 
tion of  the  Route  2  rotary  will  present  special  problems." 

Response:      Construction    staging    controls    are    discussed  in 
Section  IV-G. 

A-22    Comment:     "The  issue  of  safety  is  mentioned  briefly  in  the  EIR 
(page  39,  page  63)  but  there  are  no  figures  or  analysis.     Route  2  is 
identified  as  a  high-accident  area,  and  the  rotaries  as  high-accident 
locations.    No  substantiating  data  are  offered.    Although  there  has  been 
considerable  interest  in  safety  issues  over  the  years,  the  Alewife  area  has 
had  only  one  safety  study  in  recent  years:    the  Arlington  Office  Park  Draft 
EIR  (Mugar,  EOEA  #4167).     This  report  indicated  that  for  the  years 
1979-1980,  only  six  accidents  were  reported  at  the  Dewey  and  Almy  traffic 
circle.    All  were  of  a  minor  property  damage  nature,  and  only  two  occurred 
during  the  peak  hour  period.    This  probably  results  from  driver  familiarity 
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with  the  location,  the  absence  of  lateral  friction  such  as  uncontrolled 
access  and  parked  cars,  and  the  relatively  low  vehicle  speeds  due  to  the 
relatively  high  peak-hour  volumes  (page  IV-A-23).    This  rotary  was  laid  out 
in  1933,  and  as  recently  as  1970,  there  were  a  reported  50+  accidents  a 
year  reported.    Changes  which  have  occurred  since  then  have  been  No  fault 
insurance,  sidewalks  and  pedestrian  overpass,  with  median  guardrail  and 
other  minor  road  changes.    The  data  now  available  suggests  that  the  Route  2 
rotary  is  the  safest  intersection  in  the  area,  and  that  the  1968-vintage 
Lake  Street  ramps  have  a  much  higher  accident  incidence." 

Response:    The  source  of  the  statement  in  the  DEIR  that  the  Route  2/ 
Alewife  Brook  Parkway  is  a  high  accident  location  was  the  accident  analysis 
undertaken  in  the  Cambridgepark  DEIR  (Spaulding  &  Slye,  EOEA  #4512)  which 
stated:     "The  second  highest  accident  frequency  location,  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  and  Route  2  Rotary,  experienced  66  accidents.    Angle/cross  movement 
accidents  accounted  for  55  percent  (36  accidents)  while  rear-end  collisions 
accounted  for  30  percent  (20  accidents)  of  the  accidents.    This  accident 
experience   may   reflect   the   heavy   peak-hour   traffic  volumes,  the 
uncontrolled  nature  of  the  traffic  movements,  and  the  existing  sight 
distance  constraints  (page  IV-A-29)." 

The  data  source  for  this  intersection  accident  analysis  was  the  MDPW 
files  for  the  period  January  1980  through  December  1981. 

The  MDC  police  accident  statistics  for  the  years  1979-1981  were 
analyzed  for  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersections  from  Massachusetts 
Avenue  to  Concord  Avenue.    During  that  period  it  was  found  that  the  Route  2 
Rotary,  with  55  accidents  reported,  was  second  only  to  Massachusetts 
Avenue,  with  61  accidents  reported.     In  terms  of  personal  injuries,  the 
Rotary  was   the   highest  accident  location,  with  19  personal  injuries 
reported.    The  second  highest  location  in  this  category  was  the  Fresh  Pond 
Shopping  Center,  with  15  reported.    At  the  Rotary,  angle  collisions  were 
most    frequent    (25  accidents),    followed    by    rear-end  collisions 
(14  accidents). 

A-23    Comment:     "Because  of  the  public  concern  over  safety  and  over 
pressures  to  increase  lane  widths,  vehicle  speeds,  and  add  new  traffic 
signals,  the  Final  EIR  should  discuss  the  safety  issue  as  it  applies  to  the 
interim  access  alternatives,  and  the  general  philosophy  of  dealing  with 
high-speed  Route  2  traffic  coming  down  Belmont  Hill  which  must  effect  a 
transition  safely  down  to  a  30-MPH  MDC  Parkway  having  narrow  lanes, 
pedestrians  and  urban  activity.     The  accident  analysis  should  look  at 
recent  trends  in  the  area  in  terms  of  all  accidents  and  injury  accidents 
alone. 

"The  Alternative  3A/4   intersection  design  at  the  Route  2  rotary 
presents  special  problems  for  safety  analysis.    Accidents  would  tend  to  be 
increasingly  angle  collisions,  rather  than  side-swipe  collisions  typical  of 
rotaries.    Furthermore,  access  from  the  Grace  parcel  to  the  new  ramp  is 
shown,  and  the  potential  for  wrong-way  traffic  in  the  intersection  and 
illegal  left  turns  from  Grace  to  inbound  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  should  be 
considered. 
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"From  standpoints  of  both  capacity  and  safety,  the  Final  EIR  requires 
a  substantially  improved  discussion  of  how  the  Route  2  rotary  functions. 
The  traditional  view,  that  it  is  both  inefficient  and  unsafe,  cannot  be 
accepted  without  closer  examination. .. Each  intersection  in  the  study  area 
should  be  assessed  for  the  volume,  adequate  and  safety  of  pedestrian 
crossing  movements." 

Response:    Safety  issues  were  not  addressed  in  more  detail  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1)  The  EOEA  Scope  for  the  DEIR  stated  that  "This  project  is  one 
of  several  in  the  Alewife  vicinity,  and  builds  on  the  analysis  provided  in 
previous  EIRs.     In  particular,  the  recent  Final   EIR  for  the  Alewife 
Triangle  (Spaulding  and  Slye  project)  is  very  relevant,  because  the  scope 
called  for  consideration  of  impacts  and  access  alternatives  for  the  near 
term  condition,  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  Mass  DPW  major  roadways 
project. " 

The  Spaulding  and  Slye  DEIR  devoted  six  pages  to  an  accident 
analysis  including  a  Roadway  Link  Accident  summary  (Table  CIV-A-3),  an 
Intersection  Accident  Summary  (Table  CIV-A-4)  and  an  Accident  Location  Map 
(Figure  IV-A-4).    Replication  of  that  analysis  did  not  appear  warranted. 

2)  The  only  specific  reference  to  safety  in  the  EOEA  Scope 
concerned  the  additional  signalized  intersection  on  Route  2  proposed  under 
some  of  the  alternatives.    Safety  considerations  were  a  principal  cause  of 
the  elimination,  by  the  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee,  of  those 
alternatives  from  further  consideration. 

3)  The  problem  of  dealing  with  the  transition  of  Route  2  from  a 
high-speed  expressway  to  a  narrow-lane  parkway  is  the  major  issue  being 
addressed  by  the  MDPW  as  it  develops  its  plans  for  the  permanent  Route  2 
improvements. 

Other  project  elements  involving  a  discussion  of  safety  issues  in 
the  FEIR  are  the  redesign  of  the  Route  2-Alewife  Brook  Parkway  rotary  and 
the  provision  of  pathways  for  pedestrians  and  bicycles. 

A-24  Comment:     "Improved  pedestrian  access  must  also  be  shown  on  the 
interim  plans,  both  for  access  to  Acorn  Park  and  to  East  Arlington." 

Response:    Plans  for  improved  pedestrian  and  bicyclist  access  to  Acorn 
Park  and  East  Arlington,  as  well  as  to  the  MDC  Reservation,  are  described 
in  Section  III-C:    Provisions  for  Pedestrian  and  Bicycles. 

A-25    Comment:     "Several  of  the  alternatives  include  an  allowance  for  the 
reinstallation  of  the  single  commuter  rail  track  along  the  old  Bedford/ 
Lexington  route.    The  current  tunnel  design  includes  provision  for  a  single 
track  atop  the  new  tunnel  with  new  roadways  located  immediately  to  the 
west.    Will  a  new  bridge  structure  be  required,  with  additional  impacts  on 
Little  River?    What  is  the  anticipated  usage  of  the  track?    If  usage  is 
limited,  could  the  tracks  be  included  within  the  roadway  structure,  rather 
than  on  a  separate  structure  and  right-of-way? 
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"On  page  105,  reference  is  made  to  the  MDC  restoring  rail  track  in 
Lexington.    Please  explain." 

Response:  The  reference  to  the  MDC  in  Lexington  was  inadvertently 
left  in,  from  an  early  draft  of  the  DEIS.  It  should  be  deleted  as  being 
irrelevant  to  the  Alewife  project. 

The  determination  of  the  usage  of  the  Lexington  Branch  track  is  beyond 
the  scope  of  this  project.     Provision  for  its  reinstallation  is  made 
because  the  MBTA  is  required  by  court  order  to  do  so.    A  separate  study  of 
the  prospective  future  uses  of  that  right-of-way  is  now  being  undertaken  by 
the  MBTA. 

A-26    Comment:     "Will  the  construction  of  ramps  over  the  MBTA  tunnel 
require  special  approvals  from  UMTA  or  other  Federal  officials?  Allowance 
should  be  made  for  contract  negotiations,  UMTA  processing,  404  permits, 
legislative  action,  etc.    It  would  appear  that  construction  would  begin  at 
the  earliest  in  late  1985  and  be  completed  by  late  1986.     Is  this 
conclusion  unduly  unrealistic  or  pessimistic?" 

Response:    The  need  for  UMTA  approval  is  being  reviewed  by  that 
agency.    Completion  by  late  1986  is  a  pessimistic  estimate.  Esti- 
mating a  late  1985  opening  of  the  interim  ramps  included  time  allowed  for 
obtaining  a  404  Permit  and  Orders  of  Condition  from  the  Arlington  and 
Cambridge  Conservation  Commissions. 

A-27    Comment:    "I  note  the  absence  of  comments  from  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Public  Works.    Written  responses  from  the  MDPW  should  be 
requested  and  obtained  for  the  FEIR.    Comments  from  the  MDC  should  also  be 
sought." 

Response:    Comments  from  the  MDPW  and  MDC  were  requested.  Their 
responses  are  included  as  Section  VII-B  and  VII-C  respectively. 


B.      ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

B-l    Comments :     "The  MBTA  must  provide  equal  compensatory  water  storage 
volume  for  the  displaced  flood  storage  area  in  order  to  avoid  creating 
additional  flooding  problems." 

"According  to  the  findings  of  fact  from  the  MBTA's  Department  of  the 
Army  permit  for  the  tail  track  (February  1982  Permit  #MA-LEXI-82-031)  while 
the  project  has  disturbed  1.7  acres  of  wetland,  only  .25  acres  would  be 
permanently  lost  due  to  sewer  line  construction.    The  other  disturbed 
wetlands  are  to  be  restored,  resulting  in  improved  wetland  quality. 

"The  restoration  of  these  1.5  acres  of  wetlands  however  may  be  delayed 
and  possibly  jeopardized  because  of  the  Interim  Access  roadway  project,  and 
the  ultimate  permanent  roadway  design.    A  road  cutting  through  these  wet- 
lands (Alternatives  1,  2,  and  4)  along  the  Lexington  Branch  Railroad  would 
not  be  as  preferable  from  a  habitat  point  of  view  compared  to  Alterna- 
tive 3a  which  would  follow  the  temporary  haul  road  along  Yates  Pond. 
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Whichever  alignment  is  chosen  (based  on  traffic  flow  needs,  environmental 
impacts,  costs,  etc..)  should  be  designed  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  wet- 
lands.   Roadway  alternative  should  utilize  viaduct  structures  to  reduce 
impacts  on  the  wetlands  and  their  flood  storage  capacity.    Details  of  the 
impacts  to  the  wetlands  both  temporary  (construction  staging  areas)  and 
permanent  (roadway  alignment  fill  and  viaduct)  should  be  provided  in  a 
final  report,  showing  filling  requirements  for  length  and  width  of  the 
roadway,  viaduct  structures,  etc..." 

"Unavoidable  impacts  (loss  of  wetlands)  should  be  mitigated  for  by 
creating  an  equal  amount  of  wetlands  in  adjacent  upland  areas.    The  section 
on  measures  to  mitigate  impacts  should  be  expanded  to  include  erosion  and 
turbidity  control  plans  for  the  construction  sites,  details  of  retaining  walls 
proposed  adjacent  to  Yates  Pond,  viaduct  structures  proposed  for  the  roadways, 
and  compensatory  water  storage  and  wetland  areas.    This  section  must  be  in 
sufficient  detail  to  determine  the  practicality  of  providing  for  the  necessary 
mitigation.    The  cost  of  mitigation  should  be  included  in  the  overall  project 
cost  for  comparison  of  each  of  the  alternatives." 

Response :    To  address  these  concerns  the  FEIR  has  been  organized  with 
separate  sections  on  the  description  of  the  preferred  alternative  (Section  III) 
compensatory  flood  water  storage  (Section  IV-D),  replacement  of  wetlands 
(Section  IV-C)  and  construction  staging  controls  (Section  IV-G). 


C.      DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY  ENGINEERING 

C-l    Comment :    "Our  review  indicates  minor  problems  exist  in  the  air  analysis 
worksheets.    The  noted  problems  have  already  been  discussed  with  the  consul- 
tant.   As  a  result,  all  worksheets  will  be  checked  for  errors,  corrected  as 
necessary,  and  included  in  the  final." 

"Since  these  errors  will  affect  the  results  as  presented  in  Table  VII-3 
of  the  report,  DEQE  will  delay  its  review  and  comment  until  all  corrections 
have  been  completed." 

Response :    The  revised  worksheets  are  attached  as  Appendix  F.    The  DEIS 
Table  VII-3  should  read  as  follows: 
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TABLE  VII-3 


PREDICTED  MAXIMUM  CO  CONCENTRATIONS 
PLUS  BACKGROUND  AT 
FOUR  PROJECT  AREA  INTERSECTIONS  (PPM) 

Case  1  Case  2  Case  3  Case  4 


Receptor 

1984  Existing 

1987  No 

Build 

1987  Alt. 

1/2 

1987  Alt. 

3a/4 

Number 

1-Hour 

8-Hour 

1-Hour  i 

I-  Hour 

1-Hour  8- 

■Hour 

1-Hour  £ 

S-Hour 

1 

25.3 

5.3 

20.2 

4.5 

30.9 

5.4 

20.2 

4.4 

2 

13.3* 

2.9 

16.2* 

3.3 

9.9* 

2.4 

14.6 

2.6 

3 

70.1 

7.0 

43.3* 

4.8 

33.1 

4.7 

34.0 

4.8 

4 

10.0 

1.9 

20.5 

2.7 

17.1 

2.5 

16.3 

2.4 

*  Scaled  from  8-hour  concentrations  (see  text  of  DEIS). 

Note  =  Values  that  are  underlined  exceed  the  NAAQS. 

Although  not  commented  on  by  the  DEQE,  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
footnotes  on  Page  94  of  the  DEIS  were  incorrectly  referenced.    In  the  first 
paragraph  of  Section  5,  Sensitive  Receptors,  "EPA  Guidelines  1/"  should  read 
"EPA  Guidelines  2/"  and  "DEQE  2/"  should  read  "DEQE  3/". 

The  foot  notes  should  read: 

1/    "Draft  EIR,  Arlington  Office  Park,  EOEA  #4167",  May  1982,  Pages  IV-B-15 
and  16. 

2/  EPA,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Maintenance  Planning  and  Analysis  Volume  9, 
(Revised):  Evaluating  Indirect  sources,  Second  Printing,  EPA-450-/4-78-001 , 
Research  Triangle  Park,  NC,  September,  1978. 

3/  Personal  Communication,  Ms.  Heidi  O'Brien,  Division  of  Air  Quality  Control, 
DEQE,  Boston,  MA,  March  26,  1984. 


D.      METROPOLITAN  AREA  PLANNING  COUNCIL 

D-l    Comment:    "If  the  interim  improvements  were  in  place  for  ten  years,  the 
capacity  analysis  for  1987  may  be  optimistic.    The  EIR  should  consider  the 
situation  in  1992  or  1994.    The  analysis  does  not  include  Alewife  Boulevard 
and  the  extensive  development  expected  within  the  next  ten  years.  The 
"Alewife  Local  Roadway  Improvements"  final  EIR  (April  1984)  shows  3,431,000 
square  feet  of  office  space,  as  compared  with  1,490,000  square  feet  shown  in 
Table  VI  A.    Most  of  the  development  is  in  the  quadrangle  and  represents  a 
potentially  significant  traffic  impact." 
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"Given  the  potential  for  very  heavy  traffic  over  the  interim  access 
system,  the  interim  facilities  should  offer  the  highest  practicable  level  of 
capacity.    Maximum  use  of  non-structural  alternatives  should  be  planned  to 
supplement  constructed  improvements.  " 

Response:    Recognizing  the  long  term  inadequacy  of  the  interim  access  roads 
to  cope  with  projected  future  traffic  volumes,  a  major  consideration  of  the 
interim  access  design  is  to  allow  the  permanent  roadway  improvements  to  occur 
as  expeditiously  as  possible  while  the  interim  access  continues  in  use. 

Incorporating  transportation  systems  management  techniques  in  the  interim 
solution  is  addressed  in  Section  1 1 1 - K. 

D-2  Comment:  "Safety,  as  well  as  capacity  should  be  a  primary  concern,  yet 
the  EIR  does  not  address  the  safety  impacts  of  any  of  the  alternatives.  The 
EIR  should  address  improved  safety  at  the  Dewey/Almy  Circle,  adverse  impacts 
at  signals  on  Route  2  for  the  access  roads  proposed  under  alternatives  1  and 
2,  and  the  continuing  hazard  posed  by  the  narrowing  of  Route  2  to  4  lanes 
near  Lake  Street. " 

Response :    Refinements  in  the  design  for  the  signalized  Parkway  inter- 
section replacing  the  rotary  address  safety  issues  as  well  as  capacity,  by 
reducing  short  weaves,  improving  control  over  traffic  movements  and  points  of 
conflict,  and  the  like.    A  principal  reason  for  eliminating  alternatives  1  and 
2  was  the  safety  concerns  related  to  the  additional  signalized  intersection 
that  would  be  required  on  Route  2.    Other  safety  issues  related  to  Route  2  are 
to  be  addressed  in  the  permanent  Route  2  improvements  EIS. 

D-3    Comment :    "The  EIR  does  not  sufficiently  address  bicycle  and  pedestrian 
access  to  the  station. . .Al ternatives  3a  and  4  require  access  under  the  Park- 
way from  the  W.  R.  Grace  area  to  the  north  end  of  the  station,  Yates  Pond  and 
the  reservation.    Consideration  should  be  given  to  providing  a  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  facility  at  this  location  as  access  to  both  the  station  and  the 
reservation. . .The  EIR  should  include  plans  for  some  pedestrian  and  bicycle 
access  in  the  short  term.    But  it  is  equally  important  to  identify  possibili- 
ties for  the  long  term,  in  order  to  keep  these  options  open." 

Response :    A  separate  section,  III-D,  describes  the  provisions  for 
pedestrians  and  bicycles  in  the  preferred  alternative. 

D-4  Comment :  "The  final  EIR  must  address  the  question  of  compensatory  storage 
more  fully,  including: 

the  location  and  extent  of  proposed  compensatory  storage. 
.    the  adequacy  of  bridge  spans,  culverts  and  the  channel  itself  for 
carrying  the  100  year  flood. 

the  effect  on  runoff  of  the  proposed  transportation  improvements 
both  individually  and  in  conjunction  with  new  development  in  the 
area . 


84 


"In  addition,  improvements  to  existing  channel  conditions  may  be  possible 
through  dredging  and  cleaning,  and  incorporating  the  spoil  in  embankment  fill 
if  the  material  is  suitable." 

Response :    The  location  and  extent  of  proposed  compensatory  storage  is 
described  in  Section  IV-D.    The  remaining  concerns  listed  are  addressed  in 
Section  IV-E  -  Other  Hydrological  Controls. 

D-5    Comment:    "(T)he  improvements  should: 

have  an  aesthetic  treatment  consistent  with  the  rustic  parkland 
quality  of  the  reservation. 

provide  adequate  spans  and  grades  to  permit  pedestrian  access  in 
comfortable  (not  tunnel-like)  surroundings. 
.    minimize  noise  impacts  due  to  traffic  through  adequate  grade 

separations  and  baffles  to  insulate  the  Reservation  at  a  lower  level, 
provide  lighting  consistent  with  open  space  areas:  achieving 
adequate  roadway  illumination  through  closer  spacing,  preferably 
using  luminaries  and  standards  consistent  with  an  open  space  design. 
High  mast  lighting  should  be  avoided. 

"In  addition,  the  improvements  should  not  prejudice  the  maintenance  and 
improvement  of  the  parkway  to  parkway  standards  south  of  the  Dewey  and  Almy 
area.    The  MAPC  open  space  study,  when  complete,  will  offer  several  recom- 
mendations on  specific  mitigating  measures.    Design  of  the  interim  access 
should  attempt  to  incorporate  these  recommendations." 

Response :    The  issues  raised    are  discussed  at  several  points  in  Sec- 
tions III  and  IV.    The  interim  access  preferred  alternative  appears  fully 
compatible  with  the  proposals  of  the  open  space  study  as  they  have  been 
developed  to  date. 


E.      ARLINGTON  CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 

E-l    Comment :    "The  Draft  EIR  is  insufficient  in  its  scope. and,  therefore, 
unacceptable  in  its  present  content.    The  alternatives  listed  are  biased 
towards  preconceived  solutions  on  the  part  of  E.O.T.  and  M.D.P.W.  and  the 
M.B.T.A.    No  serious  analysis  appears  to  do  justice  to  all  alternatives 
listed.    It  would  seem  that  those  alternatives  which  the  proponents  do  not 
wish  to  discuss  are  dismissed  with  the  wave  of  a  hand." 

Response :    The  alternatives  have  been  developed  in  an  open  process  by 
the  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee.    The  Secretary  of  Environment 
Affairs  has  certified  that  the  DEIR  "does  adequately  and  properly  comply  with 
the  Massachusetts  General  Laws,  Chapter  30,  Section  62-62H  inclusive,  and  the 
regulations  implementing  MEPA". 

E-2    Comment:    "The  alternatives  suggested  in  no  way  account  for  replacement 
of  destroyed  wetlands  as  required  by  the  Wetlands  Protection  Act." 
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Response :    The  replacement  of  wetlands  is  described  in  Section  IV-C  - 
Replacement  of  Wetlands. 

E-3    Comment:    "The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  is  currently  undergoing  a 
water-pollution  control  project  at  Spy  Pond  and  this  fact  should  be  included 
in  the  hydrology/planning  stages  of  all  the  concurrent  projects  because  of 
their  impact  on  this  important  resource." 

Response :    A  new  Section  IV-E  -  Other  Hydrological  Controls  has  been 
added.    No  relationship  between  the  hydrological  controls  being  imposed  as 
part  of  the  Interim  Access  project  and  the  water  pollution  controls  being 
considered  for  Spy  Pond  has  been  identified. 

E-4    Comment:    "A  full  study  of  the  "no-build"  alternative,  including  traffic 
management  techniques,  should  be  aggressively  investigated." 

Response :    Further  analysis  of  traffic  systems  management  techniques 
as  part  of  a  No  Build  option  is  described  in  Appendix  G  -  Monograph  on  the 
Application  of  Transportation  Systems  Management  Measures. 

E-5    Comment:    "Throughout  the  Draft  EIR,  statistics  relating  to  traffic  con- 
tinually refer  to  1987  figures.    It  seems  curious,  to  say  the  least,  that 
such  figures  are  used  to  illustrate  a  garage/opening  impact  in  1985.     It  would 
seem  that  more  appropriate  statistics  are  necessary." 

Response :    While  the  garage  would  open  in  1985,  the  garage  traffic 
would  take  some  time  to  build  up  to  a  normal  traffic  volume  operation.  In 
its  September  23,  1983  Certificate  letter  the  EOEA  specifically  requested 
that  the  year  1987  be  used.    It  was  determined  to  be  the  relevant  analysis 
year  by  EOEA  because  it  was  two  years  after  the  scheduled  garage  opening 
and  because  it  represented  the  best  projection  of  the  mid-point  of  operation 
of  the  interim  roadway  given  the  likely  projected  year  of  1990  for  the 
beginning  of  construction  of  portions  of  the  longer-range  highway  improve- 
ments being  studied  in  the  Route  2  EIS. 

E-6    Comment:    "Given  a  short-term  of  ten  years,  when  will  said  destroyed 
wetlands  be  replaced  and,  given  unknown  funding,  at  what  quality  level?  The 
M.B.T.A.,  in  its  agreement  with  the  Town  of  Arlington  re  the  tail  track  exten- 
sion project,  promised  to  restore  destroyed  wetlands  when  the  tailtracks  were 
finished.    Proposed  alternatives  negate  these  promises." 

Response :    The  wetlands  impacted  by  the  tail  tracks  in  Arlington  will 
be  restored  per  agreement.    The  Interim  Access  project  will  delay  replace- 
ment of  wetlands  south  of  Route  2.    Upon  completion  of  the  roadway  construc- 
tion, these  wetlands  will  be  restored. 

E-7    Comment :    "Section  V  of  the  Draft  EIR  provides  two  sentences  only  for 
the  discussion  of  the  protection  of  wildlife.    Why  is  the  effort  on  such  an 
important  issue  so  superficial?    The  protection  of  migratory  birds  and  their 
habitat  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  F.B.I.     Its  priority  is  within  the 
top  ten  of  a  list  of  twenty-five  (25)  mandates.    Has  anyone  investigated 
these  guidelines?" 
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Response :    According  to  the  Federal  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the 
protection  of  migratory  birds  and  their  habitat  is  under  its  jurisdiction. 

A  further  discussion  of  wildlife  and  its  habitat  is  contained  in 
Section  IV-F  -  Treatment  of  Open  Space. 


F.      BELMONT  CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 

F-l    Comment:    "2.    The  report  indicates  the  wetlands  impact  and  compensatory 
storage  requirements  for  the  alternatives  considered.    However,  the  report  does 
not  indicate  how  and  where  the  replacement  for  the  loss  of  wetlands  and  compen- 
satory storage  will  occur.    The  final  report  should  present  details  for  replace- 
ment of  wetlands  and  compensatory  storage." 

Response :    The  detailed  proposals  for  the  location,  size  and  configuration 
of  the  wetlands  replacement  area  and  compensatory  storage  area  are  shown  in 
Sections  IV-C  and  IV-D  respectively. 

F-2    Comment:    "3.    The  draft  report  does  not  address  retention  systems  to 
mitigate  effects  of  increased  runoff  from  paved  or  covered  areas.    The  final 
report  should  address  these  issues  and  the  design  should  provide  for  retention 
systems  or  other  measures  to  mitigate  increased  runoff." 

Response :    Discussion  of  the  control  of  runoff  from  the  proposed  roadways 
is  included  in  Section  IV-E  -  Other  Hydrological  Controls. 


G.      CAMBRIDGE  CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 

G-l    Comment :    "The  wetlands  to  be  affected  by  the  various  alternatives  are 
incompletely  described.    No  information  is  provided  on  the  value  of  these 
wetlands,  and  the  stress  that  they  are  now  undergoing  due  to  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  other  projects  in  the  area.  " 

Response :    A  more  complete  description  of  the  wetlands  affected  by  the 
preferred  alternative  and  more  information  on  their  value  are  included  in 
Section  III  -  Description  of  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

G-2  Comment :  "Although  the  DEIR  states  the  maximum  wetlands  loss  would  be 
3200  square  feet,  there  is  no  information  to  support  that  conclusion." 

Response :    This  information  is  provided  in  Section  III. 

G-3    Comment:    "The  effects  of  each  alternative  on  wetlands  and  floodplains 
are  described  only  in  very  general  terms  by  indicating  the  numbers  of  square 
feet  of  wetland  or  cubic  feet  of  flood  storage  to  be  lost." 

Response :    The  effects  of  the  preferred  alternative  on  wetlands  and 
flood  plains  are  described  in  Section  III. 
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G-4    Comment:    "Throughout  the  DEIR,  there  is  an  unsupported  assumption  that 
the  losses  of  wetlands  and  flood  storage  capacity  can  be  mitigated  for  all 
alternatives;  however,  there  is  no  specific  information  as  to  how  this  will 
be  accomplished,  and  where.    For  instance,  on  page  97,  the  DEIR  states  that 
wetlands  impacts  of  Alternatives  1,  3A  and  4  could  be  mitigated  by  "replacing 
the  wetlands  within  the  Alewife  Reservation".    What  wetlands  are  referred  to 
here,  and  what  is  meant  by  replacement  is  not  clear." 

Response :    This  issue  is  addressed  in  Sections  IV-C  -  Replacement  of 
Wetlands  and  in  Section  IV-D  -  Compensatory  Flood  Water  Storage. 

G-5    Comment:    "Compensatory  storage  volume  of  up  to  223,000  cubic  feet  may 
be  required  depending  on  the  alternative,  yet  no  explanation  is  given  as  to 
how  it  will  be  accomplished  other  than  to  state  that  the  abandoned  freight 
cut-off  right-of-way  or  other  MBTA  owned  areas  will  be  used." 

Response :    The  detailed  proposals  for  providing  for  compensatory  storage 
are  described  in  Section  IV-D  -  Compensatory  Flood  Water  Storage. 

G-6    Comment:    "The  DEIR  does  not  describe  in  any  detail  how  construction 
impacts,  such  as  erosion  and  sedimentation,  will  be  mitigated,  nor  does  it 
explain  how  or  whether  affected  areas  will  be  restored  after  the  short-term 
access  road  is  removed.    We  believe  it  is  important  for  these  issues  to  be 
addressed  in  the  FEIR  rather  than  deferred  given  the  MBTA's  poor  record  in 
protecting  wetland  resources  during  the  construction  of  the  garage." 

Response :    A  section  has  been  included  to  address  these  concerns: 
Section  IV-G  -  Construction  Staging  Controls. 

G-7    Comment :    "The  DEIR  describes  the  wetlands  on  the  W.  R.  Grace  property 
as  being  not  sensitive  or  valuable  but  does  not  provide  any  information  to 
support  this  conclusion." 

Response :    The  only  wetlands  permanently  impacted  by  the  preferred 
alternative  is  a  3,200  square  foot  segment  of  the  wetlands  lying  between 
the  Parkway  and  the  W.  R.  Grace  property.    This  wetlands  area  now  contains 
mostly  trash  and  dumped  waste  with  little  useful  vegetation. 

H.      CAMBRIDGE  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  DEPARTMENT 

H-l    Comment:    "The  non-structural  alternatives  presented  in  the  report,  i.e. 
traffic  management  techniques,  etc.,  should  be  implemented  in  addition  to, 
not  in  place  of  a  build  solution.    Although  the  implementation  of  Alterna- 
tive 4  will  alleviate  much  of  the  traffic  impacts  in  the  area,  it  will  not  be 
enough.    It  seems  prudent,  in  light  of  the  projected  future  development  at 
Alewife,  that  these  programs  be  started  now." 

Response :     It  is  proposed  that  some  traffic  management  techniques  be 
implemented  in  addition  to  the  construction  of  the  preferred  alternative. 
These  are  described  in  Section  1 1 1 - K  -  Supplementary  Transportation 
Systems  Management  Actions. 
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H-2    Comment:    "Little  mention  was  made  of  pedestrian  and  bicycle  access  in 
the  implementation  of  the  interim  solution.    Such  access  accommodations  should 
not  wait  for  the  permanent  improvements,  but  should  be  provided  during  this 
interim  construction." 

Response :    Section  1 1 1 - D  -  Provisions  for  Pedestrians  and  Bicycles 
describe  the  facilities  proposed  for  implementation  during  the  interim 
period . 

H-3    Comment:    "In  the  report's  discussion  of  wetlands  and  flooding  (page  97) 
the  second  paragraph  states  that  the  location  of  the  compensatory  storage 
area  will  utilize  the  abandoned  Freight  Cut-Off  Railroad  right-of-way  lying 
west  of  its  junctions  with  the  Lexington  Branch  right-of-way  as  much  as 
possible.    The  goal  is  to  utilize  all  areas  for  compensatory  storage  that 
are  currently  in  MBTA  ownership. 

"Is  there  enough  storage  capacity  in  these  areas? 

"If  not,  what  other  areas  are  under  consideration? 

"Would  the  Freight  Cut-Off  right-of-way  still  be  available  for 
bicycle/pedestrian  connections  to  Blanchard  Road  in  Belmont? 

"The  Freight  Cut-Off  right-of-way  is  a  raised  berm  which  acts 
as  protection  for  the  Alewife  Triangle  from  flooding  of  the 
Little  River  as  can  be  seen  from  Figure  V-D  (1955  Storm  of 
Record)  found  on  page  55.    If  this  berm  were  removed,  what 
would  be  the  impact  on  flooding  in  the  Alewife  Triangle? 

"The  final  EIR  should  explore  more  creative  methods  of  provid- 
ing compensatory  storage.    Alternative  methods  might  include 
the  creation  of  public  amenities  such  as  the  Alewife  Canal 
proposed  in  the  Alewife  Revital ization  Plan.    Such  an  alter- 
native would  obviously  be  more  desirable  and  attractive  than 
those  proposed  in  the  Draft  EIR." 

Response :    These  issues  are  addressed  in  Section  IV  -  Measures  to 
Mitigate  Impacts. 

H-4    Comment:    "In  the  report's  discussion  of  carpool  parking  fees  (page  99) 
the  third  paragraph  states  that  "It  would  appear  then  that  the  price  sensi- 
tivity to  carpool ing  is  somewhat  low  for  the  range  of  parking  fees  apt  to  be 
charged  at  Alewife  and  that  special  or  discounted  carpool  fees  are  not  a 
relevant  pricing  strategy  at  this  time. 

"This  fact  may  be  true  given  the  current  low  parking  fees  charged 
by  the  MBTA  at  its  existing  parking  facilities.    Would  it  still 
be  true  if  the  fee  for  single  occupancy  vehicles  were  raised  to 
$5.00  per  day  or  higher?" 
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Response:    An  issue  of  garage  pricing  strategy  is  considered  in 
Appendix  G  -  Monograph  on  the  Application  of  Transportation  Systems 
Management  Measures. 

H-5    Comments:    "On  page  22,  Table  II-l,  the  1987  Traffic  Impact  in 
Predominant  Direction  should  reference  Figures  VI-J  and  VI-K,  not 
Figures  VI-F  and  VI-G. 

"On  page  78,  Table  VI-D,  the  1987  Build  V/C  for  Alewife  at  Rindge 
under  Alternative  4  should  be  1.66,  not  1.25. 

"On  page  79,  Table  VI-E  the  1987  Build  V/C  for  Alewife  at  Route  2 
rotary  under  Alternative  4  should  be  1.11,  not  1.0." 

Response :    The  detailed  traffic  analysis  containing  revisions  is 
included  in  the  FEIR  as  Appendix  D. 


I.      MYSTIC  RIVER  WATERSHED  ASSOCIATION 

1-1    Comment:    "The  five  alternatives  selected  include  the  No  Build,  but 
fail  to  mention  its  management  options.    As  a  consequence,  the  Table  1 1 -A 
(page  22)  only  shows  the  No  Build  data  without  any  management  techniques 
applied.    The  reader  is  deprived  of  the  comparative  information  which  he 
needs. 

"The  three  following  paragraphs  suffer  from  the  same  omission.  There 
is  no  mention  of  a  1987  scenario  with  one  or  several  of  the  techniques 
appl ied. " 

Response:    The  application  of  TSM  measures  is  discussed  in  detail  in 
Appendix  G-Monograph  on  the  Application  of  Transportation  System  Management 
Measures. 

1-2    Comment:     "It  should  be  remembered  that  the  objective  of  the  DEIR  is 
to  address  the  problem  of  garage  opening  next  year.    Except  for  one  or  two 
developments,  e.g.,  Spaulding's  Building  #1,  it  seems  doubtful  that  major 
buildings  will  be  occupied  by  1987.    It  seems  essential  for  the  table  to 
include  the  traffic  situation  at  opening  time,  i.e.,  next  spring." 

Response :    The  use  of  1987  as  the  forecast  year  was  directed  by  the 
EOEA  in  the  scoping  process.     The  development  forecasts  are  realistic 
because  it  is  appropriate  to  look  at  the  Interim  Access  Roadway  operations 
at  the  mid-point  of  its  duration. 

The  objective  of  the  Interim  Access  improvements  is  not  specifically 
focused  on  the  garage  opening  but  on  the  operation  of  the  entire  transit 
facility  between  the  opening  date  and  the  completion  of  the  MDPW  permanent 
roadway  improvement  project. 
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1-3  Comment:  "The  DEIR  does  not  respond  to  the  EOEA  Certificate  of 
October  24,  1983,  DEIR  page  19,  third  paragraph,  which  asks 


"(a)  that  the  No  Build  should  be  studied  in  light  of  prior  MBTA 
conclusions  that  existing  access  would  suffice. 

"(b)  whether  phased  openings  of  the  garage,  with  careful  monitoring  of 
traffic  conditions  is  a  reasonable  planning  strategy,  and 

"(c)  that  a  separate  section  should  indicate  the  relationship  to  other 
projects  including  the  long-range  DPW  project  which  still  lacks  a 
final  alternative." 

Response:    The  FEIR  reviews  the  studies  made  of  the  No-Build  and  other 
alternatives  and  concludes  that  the  Interim  Access  roads  proposed  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  are  required   if  the   station   is   to  function 
effectively. 

The  monitoring  of  traffic  conditions  proposed  during  the  first  few 
months  following  the  garage  opening  is  described  in  Appendix  G  and  in 
Section  III-K  on  the  FEIS. 

The  relationship  with  other  projects  was  described  in  a  separate 
section  of  the  DEIR  (Section  IX). 

1-4   Comment:    "Mention  of  indirect  and  staging  impacts  should  be  made." 
(on  wetlands,  parklands  and  flooding)." 

Response:    Discussion  of  these  impacts  can  be  found  in  Sections  III 
and  IV. 

1-5    Comment:    "The  skepticism  of  the  DEIR  does  not  seem  to  jibe  with  the 
reports  of  the  Caravan,  Inc.,  a  non-profit  corporation  funded  by  MPO.  The 
DEIR  should  have  given  a  more  comprehensive  description  of  the  overall 
Wellington  conditions.     The  DEIR's  conclusion  that  special  treatment  of 
carpools  destined  for  transit  stations  is  not  relevant,  is  not  immediately 
clear.     It  is  tailor-made  for  Alewife,  in  the  opinion  of  several  Alewife 
developers. " 

Response:    Support  for  the  expanded  use  of  the  resources  Caravan,  Inc. 
is  expressed  in  Section  III-K  and  in  Appendix  G.    An  extensive  discussion 
of  a  greater  dependence  on  high  occupancy  vehicles  is  also  contained  in 
Appendix  G. 

1-6    Comment:    "Staged  Opening:    the  DEIR  describes  an  improbable  scenario. 
If  one  would  open  only  half  of  the  garage,  one  would  monitor  the  effect  and 
proceed  according  to  observations  of  the  factual  impact.    There  are  other 
techniques  available  to  the  garage  manager.    The  MBTA  has  proposed  itself 
in  1982  that  it  would  open  the  garage  slowly  and  in  steps  and  monitor  the 
results.    That  easy  opportunity  is  one  of  the  pertinent  advantages  of 
TSMT's  over  interim  access  structures. 
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"The  wholesale  conclusions  of  the  second  paragraph  that  garage  access 
and  egress  restrictions  during  certain  hours  would  hurt  transit  usage  and 
income,  garage  revenue,  traffic  diversions  and  LOS,  and  that  20  percent  of 
the  expected  modal  shift  would  be  lost  are  not  convincing." 

Response:    Section  1 1 1 - K  and  Appendix  G  include  proposals  for  monitor- 
ing traffic  during  the  garage  opening  stages  and  for  introducing  TSM  con- 
trols.   The  TSM  controls  are  proposed  to  maximize  transit  ridership  and  are 
not  designed  to  prevent  the  garage  from  being  fully  utilized  as  soon  as 
possible.    An  HOV  is  preferred  to  an  LOV  because  it  produces  more  riders. 
Similarly,  an  LOV  is  preferred  to  an  empty  garage  space  for  the  same 
reason. 


J.      WINN  BROOK  ASSOCIATION 

J-l    Comment:    "It  does  not  appear  that  certain  questions  in  the  scope  have 
been  answered  in  the  draft.    They  concern  the  dubious  assumptions  that 
existing  access  would  suffice  for  the  Alewife  station.  " 

Response :    The  FEI R  responds  more  fully  to  the  questions  in  the  scope 
concerning  the  adequacy  of  existing  access.    The  FEIR  states  that  the  Interim 
Access  roads  proposed  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  required  if  the  station 
is  to  function  effectively. 

J-2    Comment :    "What  would  be  the  capacity  during  the  PM  Peak'  Hour  in  1987 
for  the  Alternate  4  exit  road  at  the  signalized  intersection  at  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  and  Route  2?    What  is  the  storage  capacity  of  this  exit  road  from  the 
garage  to  the  intersection?    What  is  the  traffic  volume  forecast  for  the 
Grace  development's  contribution  to  this  road?... for  ADL?" 

Response :    For  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  v/c  ratio  is  1.03  at  the 
signalized  intersection  of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  and  Route  2. 

The  outbound  access  roadway  is  over  1,300  feet  long  which  could  store 
some  85  vehicles  per  lane  or  about  170  vehicles  in  total  back  to  the  garage. 

On  the  outbound  access  roadway  in  the  PM  peak  hour,  the  Grace  develop- 
ment is  expected  to  generate  about  160  vehicles  while  the  ADL  volume  is 
expected  to  be  in  the  80  to  100  vehicle  range. 

J-3    Comment:    "Does  not  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  under  CFR  23, 
L- 3771 . 1 05  or  MEPA  under  301  CMR  10.10  have  a  responsibility  to  demand  compre- 
hensive environmental  planning?    One  of  a  dozen  pertinent  questions  pointing 
up  a  lack  of  coordinated  planning  is:     If  the  Alternate  4  exit  road  develops 
a  Level  of  Service  F,  and  Alewife  Boulevard  is  built,  will  not  a  high  volume 
of  PM  Peak  Hour  traffic  exit  via  Smith  Place  and  Concord  Avenue  to  add  to  the 
westbound  traffic  that  is  already  flooding  the  Winn  Brook  neighborhood  of 
Belmont?" 
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Response :    The  Alewife  Interim  Access  project  is  a  state  and  not  an 
FHWA  project.    Analysis  of  the  Alewife  Boulevard  project  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  project.    A  final  EIR  has  recently  been  completed  on  the 
Alewife  Boulevard  project. 


K.      ARTHUR  D.  LITTLE,  INC. 

K-l    Comment:    "We  would  like  to  suggest  one  modification  to  Alternate  Number  4; 
namely,  a  connection  at  the  merge  point  of  the  eastbound  and  westbound  access 
road  at  the  western  corner  of  the  garage.    This  would  provide  an  opportunity  to 
reverse  direction  using  those  two  ramps." 

Response :  In  the  description  of  the  preferred  alternatives  inbound  and 
outbound  ramps  (Sections  III  A  and  III  B)  and  related  plans,  it  can  be  noted 
that  the  recommended  connection  between  the  two  roadways  has  been  incorporated. 


L.      MUGAR/FINARD  ASSOCIATES 

L-l    Comment:    "Given  the  fact  that  project  development  of  the  Mugar/Finard 
parcel  enjoys  local  official  support,  has  satisfied  the  state  environmental 
process,  the  Arlington  Redevelopment  Board,  the  Arlington  Zoning  Board  of 
Appeals  and  the  state  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering,  and, 
as  such,  is  a  real  project  in  contrast  to  a  number  of  proposed  area  devel- 
opments that  have  been  considered  in  the  analysis,  it  is  imperative  that 
the  Final  EIR  address  and  assess  the  compatibility  of  Mugar/Finard  site 
access  with  the  as  yet  to  be  determined  preferred  interim  station  access 
plan,  particularly  in  view  of  the  uncertainty  of  future  long-term  improve- 
ments to  Route  2.    Otherwise,  the  identification  and  analysis  of  environ- 
mental impacts  associated  with  the  interim  access  station  plan  will  fall 
short  of  being  comprehensive." 

Response :    No  incompatibility  between  the  interim  access  project  and 
the  proposed  Arlington  Office  Park  has  been  identified. 

M.      ELSIE  C.  FIORE 

M-l    Comment:    "Preservation  of  the  MDC  Alewife  Reservation  should  be  of 
paramount  importance  in  this  area.    If  construction  and  development  cannot  be 
carried  out  with  no  harm  to  this  delicate  area,  it  should  not  be  allowed." 

Response:    Plans  for  the  replacement  of  the  wetlands  disturbed  are 
described  in  Section  IV-C  -  Replacement  of  Wetlands.    Other  mitigating 
measures  designed  to  minimize  impact  on  the  Reservation  are  described  in 
Section  IV. 

M-2    Comment :    "Although  it  has  been  said  that  the  interim  access  could  be 
part  of  the  detoured  roadways  used  during  the  permanent  reconstruction  of 
Route  2,  these  plans  are  not  shown.    Also,  even  though  Alternatives  1  and  2 
claim  to  be  within  the  right-of-way  of  both  the  MBTA  and  the  DPW,  MDC  land 
must  be  used  for  staging  purposes.    Plans  for  this  staging  should  be  given." 
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Response :    The  use  of  the  garage  ramps  as  detour  routes  during  the  per- 
manent reconstruction  of  Route  2  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  plans  for  that 
reconstruction.    There  has  been  close  coordination  between  the  two  projects 
to  insure  that  the  Interim  Access  does  not  impede  the  long-term  solution. 
There  will  need  to  be  some  detouring  with  nearly  all  the  Route  2  improvement 
schemes  being  evaluated.    There  is  a  strong  likelihood  that  the  Interim 
Access  roads  could  be  used  for  this  purpose,  although  until  the  Route  2  EIS 
process  is  completed,  plans  for  detours  are  subject  to  change. 

The  construction  easements  required  from  the  MDC  are  described  in 
Section  1 1 1  —  E . 

M-3  Comment:  "Since  the  MBTA  garage  is  designed  to  hold  only  2,000  cars,  how 
will  the  diversion  of  the  additional  5,700  automobile  trips  be  accomplished?" 

Response :    The  reference  to  7,700  automobile  trips  being  diverted  to 
transit  was  for  the  entire  Red  Line  Northwest  Extension.    The  Alewife  Station 
would  cause  an  estimated  5,200  diverted  trips  (See  p.  65  of  the  DEIS).  Each 
long-term  use  of  a  garage  space  accounts  for  two  trips  daily.    For  each  space 
used  by  short  term  parkers  in  which  a  turnover  occurs  each  space  accounts  for 
at  least  four  trips  daily.    Each  kiss-and-ride  drop-off  accounts  for  two  trips, 
and  each  kiss-and-ride  pick-up  accounts  for  two  trips  daily.    The  5,200  figure 
is  the  estimated  sum  of  all  these  trips. 


N.      ROBERT  J.  LA  TREM0U ILLE 

N-l    Comment:    "Particularly  distressing  is  the  MBTA  failure  to  provide  the 
no-build  option  the  level  of  importance  which  it  deserves  and  which  was 
directed  by  the  secretary." 

Response :    The  Secretary  of  Environment  Affairs  has  certified  that  the 
DEIR  "does  adequately  and  properly  comply  with  the  Massachusetts  General  Laws, 
Chapter  30,  Section  62-62H  inclusive,  and  the  regulations  implementing  MEPA". 
Further  discussion  of  the  no-build  option  is  included  in  the  FEIR. 
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VI    CIRCULATION  LIST 


Copies  of  this  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  have  been  transmitted 
to  the  following  agencies,  groups  and  individuals.    Additional  copies  may  be 
obtained  by  request  from  Sverdrup  &  Parcel  and  Associates,  Inc.  at  38  Chauncy 
Street,  Boston,  Massachusetts,  02111,  (617)  482-7880. 


Secretary  James  S.  Hoyte 
E.O.E.A. 

100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 
ATTN:    MEPA  Unit 
E0EA  #4931 

Secretary  Frederick  P.  Salvucci 
E0TC 

10  Park  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02116 

Mr.  Kennedy  Hagg,  Director 

Ms.  Heidi  O'Brien 

DEQE 

Division  of  Air  Quality  Control 
One  Winter  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Mr.  Robert  Horigan 
MDPW 

Environmental  Section 
100  Nashua  Street 
Boston,  MA  02114 

Division  of  Air  and  Hazardous 

Materials 
Mobile  Source  Planning  Branch 
One  Winter  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Mr.  Charles  F.  Mistretta,  D.H.E. 
MDPW 

District  4 

100  Nashua  Street 

Boston,  MA  02114 

Mr.  Edward  J.  Cox,  D.H.E. 
MDPW 

District  8 

400  D  Street 

South  Boston,  MA  02114 

Ms.  Julia  O'Brien 
Metropolitan  District  Commission 
20  Somerset  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 


D.  E.Q.E. 

323  New  Boston  Street 
Woburn,  MA  01801 

Mr.  Alex  Zaleski 
MAPC 

110  Tremont  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Secretary  Amy  S.  Anthony 

E.  O.C.D. 

100  Cambridge  Street,  14th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  02202 

State  Clearinghouse 
One  Ashburton  Place 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Massachusetts  Department  of 

Community  Affairs 
One  Ashburton  Place 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Ms.  Valerie  Talmadge 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 
294  Washington  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Mr.  Bob  Yaro 
Office  of  Planning 
Department  of  Env.  Management 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Room  1903 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Mr.  Richard  Easier 
Community  Development 
57  Inman  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 

Mr.  Paul  Healy 

City  Clerk  Office 

795  Massachusetts  Avenue 

Cambridge,  MA  02139 
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North  Cambridge  Public  Library 
70  Rindge  Avenue 
Cambridge,  MA  02140 
ATTN:    Branch  Librarian 

Mr.  Alan  McClennen,  Director 
Department  of  Community 

Development  and  Planning 
Arlington,  MA  02174 

Mr.  Herbert  Meyer 
Mystic  River  Watershed  Association 
276  Massachusetts  Avenue 
Arlington,  MA  02174 

Mr.  Charles  Lyons 
Board  of  Selectmen 
730  Massachusetts  Avenue 
Arlington,  MA  02174 

Mr.  Stephen  Gilligan,  Chairman 
Arlington  Conservation  Commission 
P.  0.  Box  128 
Arlington,  MA  02174 

Ms.  Christine  M.  Callahan 
Town  Office  Clerk 
730  Massachusetts  Avenue 
Arlington,  MA  02174 

Ms.  Judith  A.  Quimby 

East  Arlington  Citizen's  Association 

12  Edgarton  Road 

Arlington,  MA  02174 

Robbins  Library 

Town  of  Arlington 

700  Massachusetts  Avenue 

Arlington,  MA  02174 

ATTN:    Town  Librarian 

Mr.  William  P.  Monahan,  Chairman 
Board  of  Selectmen 
455  Concord  Avenue 
Belmont,  MA  02178 

Mr.  Thomas  Callaghan 
Winn  Brook  Association 
17  Eliot  Street 
Belmont,  MA  02178 


Mr.  James  Livingston 
Planning  Board 
Town  of  Belmont 
90  Agassi z  Avenue 
Belmont,  MA  02178 

Belmont  Library 
366  Concord  Avenue 
Belmont,  MA  02178 
ATTN:    Town  Librarian 

Mr.  Reid  D.  Weedon,  Jr. 
Senior  Vice  President 
Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc. 

25  Acorn  Park 
Cambridge,  MA  02140 

Rep.  Mary  Jane  Gibson 
State  House,  Room  446 
Boston,  MA  02133 

Mr.  Albert  Wilson 

Alewife  Businessmen  Association 

c/o  A.  0.  Wilson  Structural  Company 

40  Smith  Place 

Cambridge,  MA  02138 

Mr.  A.  T.  Sawyer 

Neighborhood  Number  9  Association 

14  Avon  Place 
Cambridge,  MA  02138 

Mr.  Thomas  Anninger 

Neighborhood  Number  10  Association 

26  Healy  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02138 

Ms.  Carolyn  Mieth 

Neighborhood  Number  11  Association 

North  Cambridge  Citizens  Group 

15  Brookford  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02140 

Mr.  Richard  Cahill 

Neighborhood  Number  12  Association 

27  Normandy  Terrace 
Cambridge,  MA  02138 
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Mr.  Richard  Teso 

Director  of  Traffic  and  Parking 

City  of  Cambridge 

City  Hall  Annex 

57  Inman  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 

Mr.  Joseph  P.  Carabello,  Jr. 
156  Lake  Street 
Arlington,  MA  02174 

Ms.  Elsie  C.  Fiore 

58  Mott  Street 
Arlington,  MA  02174 

Mr.  Richard  Sheridan 
235  Channing  Road 
Belmont,  MA  02178 

Mr.  Marvin  Miller 
Barnes  and  Jarnis 
61  Batterymarch  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110 

Mr.  Frank  E.  Baxter 
18  Sunset  Drive 
Burlington,  MA  01803 

Mrs.  Linda  F.  Jonash 
E0TC 

10  Park  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02116 

Mr.  Matt  Coogan 
E0TC 

10  Park  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02116 

Mr.  Sam  Altreuter 
Spaulding  and  Slye 
15  New  England  Executive  Park 
Burlington,  MA  01803 

Mr.  Michael  McCarthy 
Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc. 
Acorn  Park 

Cambridge,  MA  02140 

Mr.  David  Vickery 
Hines  Industrial 
27  State  Street 
Boston,  MA  02109 


Mr.  Walter  Gustofson 
MDPW 

100  Nashua  Street 
Boston,  MA  02114 

Senator  Richard  Kraus 
State  House,  Room  511 
Boston,  MA  02133 

Ms.  Carol  M.  Sonduck 
League  of  Women  Voters 
320  Park  Avenue 
Arlington,  MA  02174 

Ms.  Pam  Thomure 

Cambridge  Transportation  Forum 

97A  6th  Street 

Cambridge,  MA  02141 

Mr.  Michael  Hunter 
Governor's  Office  of  Economic 

Development 
State  House,  Room  109 
Boston,  MA  02133 

Ms.  Janet  Burns 

Cambridge  Conservation  Commission 
57  Inman  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 

Mr.  Robert  0' Shaughnessy 
Belmont  Conservation  Commission 
Town  Hall 

Belmont,  MA  02176 

Mr.  Barry  Faulkner 
Cambridge  Systematics 
238  Main  Street,  Room  310 
Cambridge,  MA  02142 

Ms.  Sally  Sabo 
2  Radcliffe  Road 
Belmont,  MA  02178 

Sen.  George  Bachrach 
State  House,  Room  405 
Boston,  MA  02133 

Rep.  Charles  Flaherty 
State  House,  Room  33 
Boston,  MA  02133 
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Mr.  George  O'Malley 
Mugar  Communications 
Government  Center 
1  Bullfinch  Place 
Boston,  MA  02114 

Mr.  Ralph  Atkinson 
Corps  of  Engineers 
424  Trapelo  Road 
Waltham,  MA  02154 

Mr.  Rodney  Plourde 
Fay,  Spofford  &  Thorndike 
171  Spring  Street 
Lexington,  MA  02173 

Mr.  Robert  Vanasse 
Vanasse/Hangen  Associates,  Inc, 
184  High  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110 

Dr.  Joel  Douglas 
70  Trapelo  Road 
Belmont,  MA  02178 

Mr.  Eric  Anderson 
34  Hamilton  Road 
Arlington,  MA  02174 

Mr.  Stewart  Sanders 
73  Fairmont  Street 
Belmont,  MA  02178 

Ms.  Judith  Pickett 
Bramberg  &  Hameda 
29  Commonwealth  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02116 


Mr.  Robert  J.  LaTremouille 
348  Frankl in  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Region  I 

J.  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building 
Boston,  MA  02203 


Mr.  Leslie  Moore 

Ellenzweig,  Moore  and  Associates 

65  Winthrop  Street 

Cambridge,  MA  02138 


Town  Clerk 

455  Concord  Avenue 

Belmont,  MA  02178 


Department  of  Environmental 

Quality  Engineering 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 
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VII  CORRESPONDENCE 


TOO 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  DEIR 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


REGION  I 


J.  F.  KENNEDY  FEDERAL  BUILDING,  BOSTON.  MASSACHUSETTS  02203 


May  8,  1984 


RECEIVED 


Samuel  G.  Mygatt,  Director 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
20th  Floor,  100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 


MAY  8  1984 

("ICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  6? 
E!iVlA3NM£NTAl  affairs 


Attention:    MEPA  Unit  -  EOEA  No.  4931 


Dear  Mr.  Mygatt: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  MBTA  Alewife 
Station  Interim  Access  project.  The  following  comments  for  your  consideration 
pertain  to  the  wetlands  impacts.  We  will  be  reviewing  a  Section  404  permit 
application  for  this  project  during  the  Corps  of  Engineers  Public  Notice  Process. 


Most  of  the  alternative  interim  access  roadways  have  same  wetland  impacts  for 
the  road  itself  and  the  construction  staging  areas  which  will  affect  flood 
storage  areas.  The  MBTA  must  provide  equal  compensatory  water  storage  volume 
for  the  displaced  flood  storage  area  in  order  to  avoid  creating  additional 
flooding  problems.  This  is  extremely  important  since  localized  flooding  in  the 
Alewife  watershed  is  a  major  concern,  and  the  flooding  problem  has  been  ag- 
gravated by  a  high  degree  of  development  in  the  basin. 


According  to  the  findings  of  fact  from  the  MBTAs  Department  of  the  Army  permit 
for  the  tailtrack  (Feb. 1982  Permit  #  MA-LEXI-82-031 )  while  the  project  has 
disturbed  1.7  acres  of  wetland,  only  .25  acres  would  be  permanently  lost  due  to 
sewer  line  construction.  The  other  disturbed  wetlands  are  to  be  restored, 
resulting  in  improved  wetland  quality. 

The  restoration  of  these  1.5  acres  of  wetlands  however  may  be  delayed  and  pos- 
sibly jeopardized  because  of  this  interim  access  roadway  project,  and  the 
ultimate  permanant  roadway  design.  A  road  cutting  through  these  wetlands 
(alternatives  1,  2,  and  4)  along  the  Lexington  Branch  Railroad  would  not  be  as 
preferable  from  a  habitat  point  of  view  compared  to  alternative  3A  which  would 
follow  the  temporary  haul  road  along  Yates  Pond.  Whichever  alignment  is  chosen 
(based  on  traffic  flow  needs,  environmental  impacts,  costs,  etc..)  should  be 
designed  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  wetlands.  Roadway  alternatives  .should 
utilize  viaduct  structures  to  reduce  impacts  on  the  wetlands  and  their  flood 
storage  capacity.  Details  of  the  impacts  to  the  wetlands  both  temporary  (con- 
struction staging  areas)  and  permanent  (roadway  alignment  fill  and  viaduct) 
should  be  provided  in  a  final  report,  showing  filling  requirements  for  length 
and  width  of  the  roadway,  viaduct  structures,  etc... 


Flooding 


Wetlands 
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Mitigation 


Unavoidable  impacts  (loss  of  wetlands)  should  be  mitigated  for  by  creating  an 
equal  amount  of  wetlands  in  adjacent  upland  areas.  The  section  on  measures  to 
mitigate  impacts  should  be  expanded  to  include  erosion  and  turbidity  control 
plans  for  the  construction  sites,  details  of  retaining  walls  proposed  adjacent 
to  Yates  Fond,  viaduct  structures  proposed  for  the  roadways,  and  compensatory 
water  storage  and  wetland  areas.  This  section  must  be  in  sufficient  detail  to 
determine  the  practicality  of  providing  for  the  necessary  mitigation.  The  cost 
of  mitigation  should  be  included  in  the  overall  project  cost  for  comparison  of 
each  of  the  alternatives.-  For  further  coordination,  please  call  Edward  Reiner, 
of  my  staff,  at  223-3911. 

Sincerely  yours, 


William  J.  <£Utler,  Chief 
Planning  and  Standards  Section  (WR/PS-2103) 

cc:    USF&W,  Concord,  NH 
NMFS,  Gloucester,  MA 
MADEQE,  NE  Region  Wetlands  Section 
MAEWPC,  Boston,  MA 

Cambridge,  MA,  Conservation  Commission 
Mystic  River  Watershed  Association 


\  o5 


ANTHONY  0.  CORTESt,  it.O. 

C  om  m,t  non»f 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

ATTN 
FROM: 
DATE: 
SUBJECT: 


.w?.A(„:  3doi/*„  5&*,/.  7/U<„.  .J£s-/o/m/ 

RECE/vED 


James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 


Steve  Kaiser 

Michael  J.  Maher,  Section  Chief 
April  27,  1984 


MBTA  Alewlfe  Station  Interim  Access, 

draft  EIR,  Arlington  and  Cambridge,  Massachusetts 


REFERENCE:     EOEA  #4931 


This  office  has  completed  Its  review  of  the  above  referenced  project. 
Our  review  Indicates  minor  problems  exist  in  the  air  analysis 
worksheets.     The  noted  proDlems  have  already  been  discussed  with  the 
consultant.     As  a  result,  all  worksheets  will  be  checked  for  errors, 
corrected  as  necessary,  and  included  in  the  final. 

Since  these  errors  will  affect  the  results  as  presented  In  Table  VII-3 
of  the  report,  DEQE  will  delay  Its  review  and  comment  until  all 
corrections  have  been  completed. 

Should  you  have  questions  concerning  these  comments  please  contact 
Heidi  O'Brien  (292-5623). 


HOB/yw 


cc:   Peter  Guldberg,  Tech  Environmental 
Donald  Kldston,  MBTA 
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IMAPCI 


Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

110  Tremont  Street  Boston,  Massachusetts  02108  (617)-451-2770 

Serving  101  Cities  &  Towns  in  Metropolitan  Boston 


May  8,  1984 


The  Honorable  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 


RECEIVED 

MAY  8  m 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  0.: 
Ef.Yi*0NM£NTAL  AFFAIRJ 


ATTN:    ME PA  Unit 


RE:  Proposed  Interim  Access  to  MBTA  Alewife  Station, 
Arlington  and  Cambridge,  DEIR  (MAPC  #DEIR-84-21 , 
Rec'd.    4/6/84)  E0EA  #4931 


Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 


In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Chapter  30,  Section  62  of  the 
Massachusetts  General  Laws,  the  Council  has  reviewed  the  Draft  .Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  (DEIR)  for  the  proposed  Interim  Access  to  MBTA 
Alewife  Station,  Arlington  and  Cambridge,  and  has  prepared  the  following 
comments. 

In  designing  interim  access  for  the  Alewife  Station,  the  EIR  should 
consider  the  potential  life  of  the  resulting  system.    If  the  long-term 
improvements  are  ten  or  even  fifteen  years  off,  it  would  be  advisable  to 
select  the  alternative  which  is  most  appropriate  in  that  context. 

Representatives  from  E0TC  have  expressed  their  commitment  to  timely 
completion  of  the  permanent  access  EIR  and  construction  of  the  ultimate 
access  facilities  and  roadway  improvements  in  the  area;  however,  there  are 
a  number  of  issues  concerning  the  permanent  improvements  which  could  delay 
implementation.  '  Funding  is  a  major  concern,  given  the  cost  of  the  long-term 
improvements.    The  work  could  include  the  widening  of  Route  2  from  Lake  Street 
to  the  Alewife  Parkway,  the  reconstruction  of  the  Parkway,  and  the  replacement 
of  the  two  truss  bridges  over  the  railroad,  and  permanent  garage  access. 
These  improvements  are  likely  to  cost  in  excess  of  $40,000,000  and,  if 
federally  funded,  would  probably  be  included  in  the  federal  consolidated 
primary  category,  taking  the  lion's  share  of  the  limited  funds  available 
for  the  entire  state.    Furthermore,  there  may  be  changes  in  state  administra- 
tion; or  in  attitudes  toward  the  need  for  permanent  access.    Even  assuming 
the  availability  of  funds  and  continued  support  for  permanent  solutions,  the 
time  required  to  make  such  improvements  may  exceed  ten  years.    Therefore,  con- 
sideration should  be  given  to  the  possibility  that  interim  access  may  be  in 
existence  for  approximately  ten  years. 
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The  Honorable  James  S.  Hoyte 


-  3  - 


May  8,  1984 


"Relocated  Lexington  Branch  Railroad."    This  right-of-way  (ROW) 
currently  has  no  service  or  track  and  the  region's  Transportation 
Improvement  Program  does  not  include  proposed  construction  or  service 
along  this  route.    With  timely  planning,  the  state  could  use  the 
ROW  for  The  Minute  Man  Bikeway  now  while  reserving  the  route  for  rail 
or  transit  use  in  the  future  with  special  legislation,  or  proclamations , 
as  appropriate.    For  now,  the  ROW  might  properly  be  labelled  "Lexington 
Branch  Right-of-way." 

There  are  unique  opportunities  for  pedestrian  and  bicycle  access  at 
Alewife  Station,  and  the  commuting  population  may  well  be  predisposed 
to  use  such  facilities  at  a  high  rate.    The  EIR  should  include  plans 
for  some  pedestrian  and  bicycle  access  in  the  short  term.    But  it  is 
equally  important  to  identify  possibilities  for  the  long  term,  in  order 
to  keep  these  options  open. 

Wetlands 

The  entire  Alewife  area  is  subject  to  extensive  flooding  and  is  one  of  the  few 
remaining  areas  still  subject  to  damaging  flood  levels  since  the  construction  of 
the  Amelia  Earhart  Dam.    The  lowlands  in  the  vicinity  of  Little  Pond  and  Little 
River  consist  almost  entirely  of  wetlands  or  seasonally  flooded  lands.    Two  of  the 
alternatives  (including  the  alternative  preferred  by  MAPC  for  traffic  reasons) 
involve  extensive  disturbance  of  these  wetlands  and  flood  storage  capacity.  The 
final  EIR  must  address  the  question  of  compensatory  storage  more  fully, including:. 

.    the  location  and  extent  of  proposed  compensatory  storage 

.    the  adequacy  of  bridge  spans,  culverts  and  the  channel -itself 

for  carrying  the  100  year  flood. 
.    the  effect  on  runoff  of  the  proposed  transportation  improvements 

both  individually  and  in  conjunction  with  new  development  in  the 

area. 

In  addition,  improvements  to  existing  channel  conditions  may  be  possible  through 
dredging  and  cleaning,  and  incorporating  the  spoil  in  embankment  fill  if  the  material 
is  suitable. 

Open  Space 

The  proposed  transportation  improvements  lie  in  an  area  of  considerable  importance 
to  regional  open  space.    They  affect  an  important  parkway  link  between  the  Mystic 
and  Charles  River  open  space  systems  and  actually  occupy  a  portion  of  the  Alewife 
Reservation,  an  "urban  wilds"  area  maintained  in  a  semi-wild  state  by  the  MDC.  It 
now  appears  that  vehicular  access  across  this  area  will  be  acceptable  (even  desirable 
if  it  reduces  the  traffic  impacts  on  the  existing  parkway  sytem)  if  it  meets  high 
design  standards.    In  particular  the  improvements  should: 

.    have  an  aesthetic  treatment  consistent  with  the  rustic  parkland 

quality  of  the  reservation 
.    provide  adequate  spans  and  grades  to  permit  pedestrian  access  in 

comfortable  (not  tunnel-like)  surroundings 

minimize  noise  impacts  due  to  traffic  through  adequate  grade  separa- 
tions and  baffles  to  insulate  the  Reservation  at  a  lower  level. 
.    provide  lighting  consistent  with  open  space  areas:    acnieving  aaequace 
roadway  illumination  through  closer  spacing,  preferably  using  luminaries 
and  standards  consistent  with  an  open  space  design.    High  mast  liqhting 
should  be  avoided. 
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Capacity 

If  the  interim  Inprovements  were  In  PT«e  for  te„  years   the  capacity 
^}&\r°ym7  ™e  *a?y  T       •noTth?„^drAU«ifenBoulevard  and  the 
"tenslvfdeve US  exgted  within  the  next  ten  year,     he  JAlew fe^ 
Local  Roadway  Improvements    final  EIR lApril  imt  snow     .  Jable 

°fHoirCoef  SKo^  K»  represents  a  poten- 
tialiy  significant  traffic  impact. 

a.u    ^fant-iai  for  verv  heavy  traffic  over  the  interim  access 
♦  G1Th* ^ntoHm  fac  lU^es  should  offer  the  highest  practicable  evel 
of  capacity /TaxSum^U  of  nonstructural  alternatives  should  be  planned 
to  supplement  constructed  improvements. 

Safety 

^fPtv    as  well  as  capacity  should  be  a  primary  concern,  yet  the  EIR 
does  SnoteayddressWetie  safet    imp  ct; .  of  any  of  the ^Uerna  .ves     Th e  EIR  ^ 
should  address  improved  safety      the  Dewey/Jl^  JjrcJ«;lt-n|tt1vea  ,  and  2, 
llTlll  ffing  KLtr5%osrdSbyr°tneSnParrSwing  of  Route  2  to  4  lanes  near 
Lake  Street. 

Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Access 

Consider  the  following: 
branch  line. 

2.  Senator  Krauss  and  Representative  Gibson  support  a  pedestrian 
linkage  from  East  Arlington  to  the  station. 

3.  Mternative  2  prevents  the  development  of  a  bikeway  ^pedestrian  ■ 
facility  on  the  Lexington  branch,  f £4  2  also  takes 

tSe  sass  Er.swss; 

4  The  freight  cut-off  from  Belmont  to  the  garage  offers  another 
bicycle/pedestrian  access  option. 

5  S  5StS!  ipe^^^l^n^rrrffrelc^sTo^hr"  " 
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In  addition,  the  improvements  should  not  prejudice  the  maintenance  and 
improvement  of  the  parkway  to  parkway  standards  south  of  the  Dewey  and  Almy 
area.    The  MAPC  open  space  study,  when  complete,  will  offer  several  recommenda- 
tions on  specific  mitigating  measures.    Design  of  the  interim  access  should 
attempt  to  incorporate  these  recommendations. 

Recommendation 

Based  on  our  understanding  of  the  project  and  impacts,  we  recommend  that 
alternative  4  be  implemented.    This  alternative,  although  not  substantially 
more  costly  than  the  others  in  economic  and  environmental  respects,  does  provide 
substantially  higher  capacity  to  accommodate  anticipated  traffic  within  a 
realistic  service  life. 


JBB:CWB:jtg 

cc:    Richard  Easier,  MAPC  rep.,  Cambridge 

Alan  McClennen,  Jr.,  MAPC  rep.,  Arlington 
M.  Perry  Chapman,  MAPC  rep.,  Belmont 
Frank  E.  Baxter,  MAPC  Secretary 

Linda  Jonash,  Exec.  Office  of  Transportation  &  Construction 
Carol  W.  Blair,  MAPC  staff 


Sincerely, 


ieneral  Counsel/Asst.  Director 


no 


CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 

P  0  Box  128 


TOWN  OF  ARLINGTON 


MASSACHUSETTS 


May  2,  1984 


Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

20th  Floor 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts'  02202 


RECEIVED 


MAY  4  1984 


Attention : 


MErA  UNIT 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SCCRETAHY  0? 
Er.VHOMMENTAL  AFFAIRS 


Gentlemen : 


These  comments  are  in  response  to  the  Draft  EIR  on  the  MBTA  Interim 
Access,  EOEA  4931,  March,  1984.     The  Arlington  Conservation  Commission 
appreciates  receiving  the  draft  SIR  and  the  opportunity  to  respond. 
The  commission  believes  the  immensity  of  the  project,  as  well  as  sur- 
rounding developments,  to  be  of  grave  importance.     Therefore,  we 
respond  with  the  following: 

1)  The  Draft  EIR  is  insufficient  in  its  scope  and,  therefore, 
unacceptable  in  its  present  content.     The  alternatives  listed 
are  biased  tov/ards  preconceived  solutions  on  the  part  of  E.C.T. 
and  M.B.P.W.  and  the  M.3.T.A.     fto  serious  analysis  appears  to 

do  justice  to  all  alternatives  listed.     It  would  seem  that  those 
alternatives  which  the  proponents  do  not  wish  to  discuss  are  dis- 
missed with  the  wave  of  a  hand. 

2)  The  continued  development  of  the  triangle  area — Spaulding  &  Slye, 
'i.R.  Grace,  A.D.  Little — will  not  add  to  the  parking  demand  at 
the  Alewife  station  garage.     Employees  of  those  companies  travel- 
ling from  Boston  or  other  outlying  areas  would  utilize  public 
transportation  and,  thereby,  park  closest  to  their  own  communities. 
Those  employees  travelling  from  the  north  and  west  would  utilize 
parking  facilities  provided  by  each  development  (which  has  re- 
quired minimums  per  City  of  Cambridge  zoning  by-laws) . 

3)  The  Arlington  Conservation  Commission  agrees  with  the  comments 
of  the  M.R.i/.A.  regarding  environmental  and  federal  issues  per- 
taining to  segmentation  of  concurrent  projects.     Not  only  is  this 
poor  planning,  but  it  is  also  illegal  according  to  the  D.O.T. 
program  manual  7-7-2.     The  alternatives  suggested  in  no  way 
account  for  replacement  of  destroyed  wetlands  as  required  by  the 
.'etlands  Protection  Act.     Compensatory  storage  in  a  floodplain 
does  not  equate  to  replacement/restoration  of  wetlands  as  stated 
by  D.Ew.E.'s  Technical  Division  in  the  preface  of  the  Regulations 
of  the  ./etlands  protection  Act. 

4)  The  recommendation s  of  the  kystic  silver  wonprehensive  Hydrology 
Study  have  not  been  imole-ncn  ted .     ~hese  recommendations  should  be 
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implemented  prior  to  any  construction  in  the  Alewife  //atershed  and 
must  be  included  in  the  planning  phase  before  an  appropriate  evalua- 
tion can  be  made.     The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  is  currently 
undergoing  a  water-pollution  control  project  at  Spy  Fond  and  this 
fact  should  be  included  in  the  hydrology/planning  stages  of  all  the 
concurrent  projects  because  of  their  impact  on  this  important 
resource . 

5)  A  full  study  of  the  "no-build"  alternative,  including  traffic 
management  techniques,  should  be  aggressively  investigated. 

6)  Throughout  the  Draft  EIR,  statistics  relating  to  traffic  continually 
refer  to  1987  figures.     It  seems  curious,  to.  say  the  least,  that 
such  figures  are  used  to  illustrate  a  garage/opening  impact  in 
1985.     It  would  seem  that  more  appropriate  statistics  are  necessary. 

7)  The  continual  reference  to  "short-term"  access  seems  incredulous 
when  one  reads  through  the  Draft  EIR  and  realizes  that  this  interim 
solution  will  last  for  a  period  of  at  least  ten  years.     Given  a 
short-term  of  ten  years,  when  will  said  destroyed  wetlands  be  re- 
placed and,  given  unknown  funding,  at  v/hat  quality  level?  The 
M.B.T.A.,  in  its  agreement  with  the  Town  of  Arlington  re  the  tail- 
track  extension  project,  promised  to  restore  destroyed  wetlands 
when  the  tailtracks  were  finished.     Proposed  alternatives  negate 
these  promises. 

8)  Section  V  of  the  Draft  EIR  provides  two  sentences  only  for  the 
discussion  of  the  protection  of  wildlife.     Why  is  .the  effort  on  such 
an  important  issue  so  superficial?     The  protection  of  migratory 
birds  and  their  habitat  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  F.B.I.  Its 
priority  is  within  the  top  ten  of  a  list  of  twenty-five  (25)  man- 
dates.    Has  anyone  investigated  these  guidelines? 

Given  the  above  Arlington  Conservation  Commission  concerns,  and  the 
lack  of  response  to  the  MEPA  instructions  on  the  part  of  the  M.B.T.A., 
we  request  a  new  Draft  EIR  prior  to  a  final  EIR. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention.     If  we  can  be  of  any  assistance  in  the 
future,  please  let  us  know. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Stephen  J.  Gllligan 
Chairman 


cc ; 


M.3.T.A 


Linda  Jonash,  Town  of  Arlington  departments 
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CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 


TOWN  OF  BELMONT 

TOWN  MALL 
BELMONT  MASSACHUSLTTS  02I7& 


8  May  1984 


Mr.  James  S.  Hoyte 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

c/o  MEPA  Unit 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Subject:     Draft  Environment   Impact  Report 
MBTA  Alewife  Station 
Interim  Access 
Arlington  and  Cambridge,  MA 


RECEIVED 

MAY  10  884 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SCCKETAfTY  Or 
EKVISONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 


Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 


We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environment  Impact  Report,  MBTA  Alewife  Station 
Interim  Access,  E0EA  #4931,  by  Sverdrup  &  Parcel  and  Associates,  Inc.,  dated 
March  1984,  and  we  offer  the  following  comments: 


1.  The  concerns  of  the  Belmont  Conservation  Commission  relate  to  loss  of 
wetland  area,   loss  of  flood  storage  area  and  increased  runoff  from 
paved  areas.     Little  Pond  and  Little  River  provide  storage  for  a  sig- 
nificant portion  of  the  surface  water  runoff  for  the  Town  of  Belmont. 
The  floodplain  in  this  area  has  been  greatly  reduced  throughout  the 
years,  causing  the  incidence  of  flooding  upstream  in  Belmont  to  in- 
crease.    Further  loss  of  wetland  and  flood  storage  area  will  increase 
the  incidence  of  flooding  in  this  area  and  result   in  substantial  dam- 
age to  the  Town  of  Belmont. 

2.  The  report   indicates   the  wetlands   impact  and  compensatory  3torage  re- 
quirements for  the  alternatives  considered.     However,   the  report  does 
not  indicate  how  and  where  the  replacement  for  the  loss  of  wetlands 
and  compensatory  storage  will  occur.     The  final  report  should  present 
details  for  replacement  of  wetlands  and  compensatory  storage. 


3.  The  draft  report  does  not  address  retention  systems  to  mitigate  ef- 
fects of  increased  runoff  from  paved  or  covered  areas.     The  final 
report  should  address  these   issues  and  the  design  should  provide  for 
retention  systems  or  other  measures  to  mitigate  increased  runoff. 


Sincerely  yours, 

CONSERVATION  COMMISSION,   TOWN  OF  BELMONT 


Kenneth  L.  Recker 
Commiss  ioner 
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CITY  OF  CAMBRIDGE 

57  INMAN  STREET,  CAMBRIDGE,  MASSACHUSETTS  02139  .  TEL  498-9048 


CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 


Secretary- 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
20th  Floor 

100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 


May 


RE:       EOEA  #4931 


$84 


Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 


The  Cambridge  Conservation  Commission  has  reviewed  the  DEIR 
for  the  MBTA  Alewife  Station  Interim  Access  Improvements. 

As  you  know  all  of  the  alternatives  discussed  in  the  DEIR, 
except  for  no-build,  come  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Wetlands 
Protection  Act,  which  will  require  the  MBTA  to  come  before  this 
Commission  for  an  Order  of  Conditions.     Our  hope  is  that  by 
conveying  our  concerns  at  this  time,  the  interests  of  the  Wetlands 
Protection  Act  will  be  better  served  by  being  weighed  in  the 
alternative  evaluation  rather  than  after  a  decision  is  made  to 
chose  one  alternative.     We  were  pleased  to  see  the  statement 
in  the  DEIR  that  the  project's  impact  on  the  MDC  reservation,  on 
wetlands  and  on  the  floodplain's  ability  to  retain  floodwaters 
are  essential  elements  in  the  evaluation  of  alternatives  (p.  29). 

It  is  our  understanding  that  on  May  15,  Secretary  Salvucci 
will  select  a  "preferred"  alternative  which  will  be  given  more 
detailed  treatment  than  the   others    in  the  FEIR.     While  we 
recognize  EOTC's  desire  for  this  decision  at  this  time,  we  do 
not  believe  that  the  DEIR  contains  sufficient  information  on 
wetlands  and  on  floodplain  impacts  to  permit  a  balanced  decision. 

Our  reasons  are  as  follows: 

•  The  wetlands  to  be  affected  by  the  various  alternatives 
are  incompletely  described.     No  information  is  provided  on 
the  value  of  these  wetlands,  and  the  stress  that  they  are 
now  undergoing  due  to  the  cumulative  impacts  of  other 
projects  in  the  area. 

•  Although  the  DEIR  states  the  maximum  wetlands  loss  would 
be  3200  square  feet,  there  is  no  information  to  support 
that  conclusion. 

•  The  effects  of  each  alternative  on  wetlands  and  flood- 
plains  are  described  only  in  very  general  terms  by  indicating 
the  numbers  of  square  feet  of  wetland  or  cubic  feet  of 
flood  storage  to  be  lost. 
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•  Throughout  the  DEIR,  there  is  an  unsupported  assumption 
that  the  losses  of  wetlands  and  flood  storage  capacity  can 
be  mitigated  for  all  alternatives,  however,  there  is  no 
specific  information  as  to  how  this  will  be  accomplished, 
and  where.     For  instance,  on  p.  97,  the  DEIR  states  that 
wetlands  impacts  of  alternatives  1,  3 A  and  4  could  be 
mitigated  by  "replacing  the  wetlands  within  the  Alewife 
Reservation".    What  wetlands  are  referred  to  here,  and 
what  is  meant  by  replacement  is  not  clear. 

Compensatory  storage  volume  of  up  to  223,000  cubic  feet 
may  be  required  depending  on  the  alternative,  yet  no 
explanation  is  given  as  to  how  it  will  be  accomplished 
other  than  to  state  that  the  abandoned  freight  cut-off 
right  of  way  or  other  MBTA  owned  areas  will  be  used. 

•  The  DEIR  does  not  describe  in  any  detail  how  construction 
impacts,  such  as  erosion  and  sedimentation,  will  be  mitigated, 
nor  does  it  explain  how  or  whether  affected  areas  will  be 
restored  after  the  short-term  access  road  is  removed.  We 
believe  it  is  important  for  these  issues  to  be  addressed 

in  the  FEIR  rather  than  deferred  given  the  MBTA's  poor 

record  in  protecting  wetland  resources  during  the  construction 

of  the  garage. 

•  The  DEIR  describes  the  wetlands  on  the  W.R.  Grace 
property  as  being  not  sensitive  or  valuable  but  does  not 
provide  any  information  to  support  this  conclusion. 

The  Conservation  Commission  believes  that  these  deficiencies 
should  be  corrected  in  the  FEIR  and  that  until  this  information  is 
available  the  true  costs  and  benefits  of  each  alternative  have 
not  been  adequately  assessed. 


Sincerely 


Dorothy  Altman,  Chair 

Cambridge  Conservation  Commission 
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City  Hill  Annex  -  Inman       Broadway  -  Cambridge,  Mats.  02139 


COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  DEPARTMENT 


CITY    OF  CAMBRIDGE 


498-9034 


May  8,  1984 


Secretary  James  S.  Hoyte 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street  -  20th  Floor 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02202 


LM1F9  m 


Attention : 


ME PA  Unit 


OFFICE  Of  THE  SECEE7MV  Q' 
ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 


Re:     MBTA  Alewife  Station  Interim  Access 
EOEA  #4931 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

The  Cambridge  Community  Development  Department  has  reviewed  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  above  referenced 
project  and  offers  the  following  comments: 


Of  the  five  alternatives  presented  in  the  report,  we 
feel  that  Alternative  4  offers  the  best  solution  to 
providing  access  to  the  Alewife  Garage/Station.  However, 
we  are  concerned  that  this  temporary  solution  not  be  viewed 
as  the  final  solution  to  the  access  problem.     We  urge  the 
MBTA/DPW  to  proceed  as  rapidly  as  possible  with  the 
completion  of  the  permanent  Route  2  improvements. 

The  non-structural  alternatives  presented  in  the  report, 
i.e.   traffic  management  techniques  etc.,  should  be 
implemented  in  addition  to,  not  in  place  of  a  build 
solution.     Although  the  implementation  of  Alternative  4 
will  alleviate  much  of  the  traffic  impacts   in  the  area, 
it  will  not  be  enough.     It  seems  prudent,   in  light  of 
the  projected  future  development  at  Alewife,   that  these 
programs  be  started  now. 

Little  mention  was  made  of  pedestrian  and  bicycle  access 
in  the  implementation  of  the  interim  solution.     Such  access 
accommodations  should  not  wait  for  the  permanent  improvements, 
but  should  be  provided  during  this  interim  construction. 

In  the  report's  discussion  of  wetlands  and  flooding   (p. 97) 
the  second  paragraph  states  that  "the  location  of  the 
compensatory  storage  area  will  utilize  the  abandoned 
Freight  Cut-Off  railroad  right-of-way  lying  west  of  its 
junctions  with  the  Lexington  Branch  right-of-way  as  much 
as  possible.     The  goal   is   to  utilize  all  areas  for 
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compensatory  storage  that  are  currently  in  MBTA  ownership". 

Is  there  enough  storage  capacity  in  these  areas? 

If  not,  what  other  areas  are  under  consideration? 

.  Would  the  Freight  Cut-Off  right-of-way  still  be 
available  for  bicycle/pedestrian  connections  to 
BJanchard  Road  in  Belmont? 

The  Freight  Cut-Off  right-of-way  is  a  raised  berm 
which  acts  as  protection  for  the  Alewife  Triangle 
from  flooding  of  the  Little  River  as  can  be  seen 
from  Figure  V-D   (1955  Storm  of  Record)   found  on 
page  55.     If  this  berm  were  removed,  what  would 
be  the  impact  on  flooding  in  the    Alewife  Triangle? 

The  Final  EIR  should  explore  more  creative  methods 
of  providing  compensatory  storage.  Alternative 
methods  might  include  the  creation  of  public 
amenities  such  as  the  Alewife  Canal  proposed  in 
the  Alewife  Revitalization  Plan.     Such  an  alternative 
would  obviously  be  more  desirable  and  attractive  than 
those  proposed  in  the  Draft  EIR. 

In  the  report's  discussion  of  carpool  parking  fees   (p. 99) 
the  third  paragraph  states  that  "It  would  appear  then 
that  the  price  sensitivity  to  carpooling  is  somewhat  low 
for  the  range  of  parking  fees  apt  to  be  charged  at  Alewife 
and  that  special  or  discounted  carpool  fees  are  not  a 
relevant  pricing  strategy  at  this  time." 

This  fact  may  be  true  given  the  current  low  parking 
fees  charged  by  the  MBTA  at  its  existing  parking 
facilities.     Would  it  still  be  true  if  the  fee  for 
single  occupancy  vehicles  were  raised  to  $5.00  per 
day  or  higher? 

-  On  page  22,  Table  11-1/  the  1987  Traffic  Impact  in 
Predominant  Direction  should  reference  Figures  VI-J  and 
VI-K,  not  Figures  VI-F  and  VI-G. 

-  On  page  78,  Table  VI-D,  the  1987  Build  V/C  for  Alewife 
at  Rindge  under  Alternative  4  should  be  1.66,  not  1.25. 

-  On  page  79,  Table  VI-E  the  1987  Build  V/C  for  Alewife 

at  Route  2  Rotary  under  Alternative  4  should  be  1.11,  not 
1.0. 
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In  closing,   I  would  once  again  urge  that  all  possible  speed  be 
taken  in  implementing  a  build  solution  both  for  the  temporary 
and  permanent  solutions. 


KAS :rr 


Sincerely , 


Kathy  fPj.  Spiegelfa&n 
Assistant  City  Manager  for 
Community  Development 


cc :     George  Teso 

Carolyn  Mieth 
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RECEIVED 

MAY  7  1984 

office  cf  the  secretary  of 
e:.v:~3.\'M£ntal  affair: 

Mystic  River  Watershed  Association,  Inc. 


May  1,  1984 


James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 

Alewife  Station  Interim  Access  (EOEA  #4931) 

Dear  Mr.  Hoyte: 

The  DEIR  #4931  contains  in  its  first  pages  the  proponent's  ENF  of  Sep- 
tember 15,  1983,  which  describes  the  two  original  ramp  alternatives  from  the 
garage  to  Route  2.  The  MBTA  notified  MEPA,  by  ordinary  letter  of  October 
12,  1983  that  it  was  amending  the  ENF  by  three  additional  items,  which  the 
MEPA  certificate  of  October  24,  1983  (which  the  DEIR  also  contains)  lists  as 
items  i,  ii,  and  ill.  The  certificate  approves  i  and  ii,  the  reconstruction  of  the 
Rindge  Intersection  and  a  road  segment  on  the  west  side  of  the  garage,  but 
characterizes  iii  as  a  significant  project  change.  MEPA  states  that  it  is  foregoing 
its  regular  process  because  of  an  emergency  under  301  CMR  10.09  (DEIR  p. 18). 
As  it  turned  out,  there  had  been  no  emergency  situation  (see  MDC  letter  of 
12/29/83  to  Judith  Pickett)  and  the  bridge  is  still  in  use. 

Moreover,  the  MBTA  letter  of  October  12,  1983,  has  not  yet  been 
made  part  of  the  public  record.  It  should  be  included  in  the  FEIR.  The  letter 
was  discussed  at  the  scoping  session  of  October  13,  1983,  at  which  the  written 
comments  of  the  MRWA  were  discussed  at  length.  The  comments  covered  two 
groups  of  alternatives  to  the  two  MBTA  ramps.  The  two  adidtional  groups  were 
not  environmentally  damaging  structures  and  Non-Structural  Transportation  Systems 
Mangement  Techniques  (TSMT).  The  Certificate  of  October  24,  1983,  contrary 
to  MEPA  tradition,  did  not  instruct  the  proponent  to  respond  to  them  (it)  in  its 
DEIR;  nor  did  it  add  the  usual  catch-all  instruction  to  respond  to  all  public 
comments  received  during  the  review  period.  That  ommission  is  having  the  most 
unfortunate  consequence  during  the  deliberations  of  the  ramp  project  in  the 
ATAC  which  a  MEPA  observer  has  been  witnessing.  The  ommission  has  a 
negative  effect  on  the  treatment  of  the  MRWA  scoping  suggestions  in  the  DEIR 
as  detailed  herewith.  The  MRWA  is  requesting  that  MEPA  insist  that  the  FEIR 
responds  and  reacts  according  to  the  Mass.  Env.  Pol.  Act. 
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5-1-84 


To: 


James  3.  Hoyte,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  environmental  Affairs  (EOEA) 


From: 


Mystic  River  Watershed  Association,  Inc.  (MRWA) 


Subject 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR) 
Alewife  Station  Interim  Access  (EOEA  4931) 


Summary 


The  proposed  project,  a  direct  connection  between  the  Alewife  MBTA 
Station/Garage  and  Route  2,  is  to  serve  as  an  interim  connector  pending  the 
completion  of  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works  (MDPvV)  Route 
2/Alewife  Brook  Parkway  improvements  project.  Completion  of  the  MDPW  pro- 
ject is  anticipated  in  1987.  Other  improvements,  including  the  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway-Rindge  Avenue  Intersection  (Rindge  Intersection)  also  are  contem- 
plated, although  not  included  in  the  DEIR.  "These  improvements  would  be 
adequate  for  the  station  and  garage  alone  until  the  MDPW  can  complete  its 
highway  improvements",  states  the  DEIR  (p. 25).  Therefore,  there  does  not  seem 
to  be  a  factual  need  for  the  construction  of  an  interim  access  from  Route  2 
to  the  garage.  Private  development  in  North  Cambridge  is  mostly  still  in  the 
planning  stage  except  for  a  very  few  buildings,  of  which  Spaulding  <5c  Slye's 
building  #1  is  one.  No  substantial  additional  traffic  is  to  occur  in  advance  of 
the  completion  of  the  MDPW  project  in  1987. 

All  traffic  volume  forecasts  in  the  DEIR  are  for  that  1987  target  date, 
as  evidenced  by  table  0-1  (p.22).  Thus,  it  is  not  immediately  clear  why  any 
connector  should  be  built  temporarily  ahead  of  any  access  the  MDPW  may  wish 
to  propose  for  completion  on  a  permanent  basis  in  that  year.  Consequently, 
the  MRWA  submits  that  no  interim  access  should  be  constructed.  Instead,  our 
recommendation  is  the  "No-Build"  proposal,  which  includes  the  reconstructed 
Rindge  intersection  and  several  Transportation  Systems  Management  Techniques 
(TSMT).  They  can  not  only  compensate  for  the  addition  of  the  garage  related 
traffic  increase,  but  also  surprisingly  can  improve  current  traffic  congestion, 
as  shown  by  the  current  Southeast  Expressway  project. 


I.  General  Comments 

The  DEIR  does  not  respond  to  the  EOEA  Certificate  of  October  24,  1983, 
DEIR  page  19,  third  paragraph,  which  asks 

(a)  that  the  No-Build  should  be  studied  in  light  of  prior  MBTA  conclusions 
that  existing  access  would  suffice, 

(b)  whether  phased  openings  of  the  garage,  with  careful  monitoring  of 
traffic  conditions  is  a  reasonable  planning  strategy,  and 
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(c)  that  a  separate  section  should  indicate  the  relationship  to  other 
projects  including  the  long-range  DPVV  project  which  still  lacks  a  final 
alternative. 

The  assumed  completion  date  of  1987  for  the  permanent  road  improvements 
by  the  MDPW  is  unrealistic  according  to  the  MBTA's  own  consultant.  Thus, 
interim  access  ramps  may  well  remain  in  place  for  years.  Moreover,  common 
experience  shows  that  so-called  temporary  solutions  remove  the  urgency  of  the 
originally  intended  permanent  plans.  The  pragmatic  result  is  that  the  interim 
ramps  may  well  stay  indefinitely  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

The  public  open  space  at  Alewife  is,  in  the  opinion  of  this  commentator, 
in  danger  of  significant  long-term  impact,  which  MEPA  is  mandated  to  prevent. 
A  comprehensive  hydrology  study  has  to  be  performed  and  its  recommendations 
published  before  any  construction  can  be  implemented  at  Alewife. 

The  DEIR  makes  the  impression  that  its  purpose  is  to  justify  preconceived 
decisions.  It  seems  to  be  necessary  to  prepare  a  revised  DEIR.  It  does  not 
suffice  to  correct  the  flaws  in  the  FEIR,  because  its  comments  would  not 
permit  the  EOEA  to  ascertain  their  elimination. 


n.  Detailed  Comments 

The  DEIR  Summary  (p.23);  "It  is  essential  to  devise  some  interim  access  .  . 
.  ."(par.  5).  As  it  stands  in  the  text,  this  statement  is  a  preconceived  conclusion 
without  discussion  which  tends  to  predispose  the  reader  favorably.  We  suggest 
to  complement  it  by  adding,  e.g.  "or  apply  some  management  techniques.  .  .  ." 

par.  6:  The  five  alternatives  selected  include  the  No-Build,  but  fail  to  mention 
its  management  options.  As  a  consequence,  the  table  II-A  (p.  22)  only  shows 
the  No-Build  data  without  any  management  techniques  applied.  The  reader  is 
deprived  of  the  comparative  information  which  he  needs. 

The  three  following  paragraphs  suffer  from  the  same  omission.  There  is  no 
mention  of  a  1987  scenario  with  one  or  several  of  the  techniques  applied. 
Moreover,  it  should  be  remembered  that  the  objective  of  the  DEIR  is  to  address 
the  problem  of  garage  opening  next  year.  Except  for  one  or  two  developments, 
e.g.,  Spaulding's  building  #1,  it  seems  doubtful  that  major  buildings  will  be 
occupied  by  1987.  It  seems  essential  for  the  table  to  include  the  traffic 
situation  at  opening  time,  i.e.,  next  spring. 

Project  Description:  (p. 25):  par.  4  repeats  the  original  statement  of  the  1977 
EIS  and  those  of  the  T  representative  and  consultant  to  the  ATAC  that  the 
station/garage  opening  next  year  will  function  with  access  from  existing  streets, 
i.e.,  Rindge  Avenue  Extension.  Traffic  will  not  be  seriously  impacted  before 
1987  by  either  the  garage  opening  or  development. 

The  last  three  paragraphs  of  p.  25  are,  therefore,  concerns  with  a  scenario, 
for  which  there  seems  not  to  be  any  urgency.  Not  even  Spaulding  will  rent  its 
#1  in  85/86.  Moreover,  the  project  description  continues  the  omission  of  the 
Summary  above.  It  ignores  garage  management  strategies  and  makes  the  reader 
forget  about  them. 
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Alternatives:  (p.  29  -  49),  items  6  and  7  on  p.  29:  It  is  doubtful  that  the  costs 
of  the  interim  ramps  are  justifiable  when  management  options  are  considered 
on  equal  footing,  as  EOTC  has  indicated  they  would.  As  to  the  Triangle 
developments  and  their  use  of  the  interim  ramps,  the  readers  should  be  told 
that  the  test  is  referring  to  the  post-1987  period;  otherwise  par.  7  might  well 
confuse  them. 

Chapter  IV. B  &  C;  the  lists  of  alternatives  continue  to  ignore  the  management 
options  of  the  No-Build. 

No-Build  Alternative  (p. 31):  Again,  there  is  no  mention  of  the  garage  /  traffic 
management  techniques.  One  reader  used  the  table  of  content  (p.  i)  and  found 
the  item  "No-Build/Garage  Management"  listed  for  p.  31.  He  got  to  wonder 
what  has  happened  to  the  Garage  Management  options  of  the  No  Build  on  the 
way  from  p.  iii  to  p.  31. 

Alternative  1.  (p.  36):  The  list  of  required  permits  omits  the  federal  DOT 
provisions.  However,  the  proponent  might  wish  to  consider  the  Commonwealth's 
current  difficulty  in  obtaining  federal  aid  for  Alewife  projects  because  of  the 
FHWA's  displeasure  at  segmentation  —  which  the  use  of  public  urban  open 
space  for  the  option  1  may  raise  further.  Another  question  concerns  the  July, 
1985  completion  date.  The  several  appeals  to  be  expected  by  the  Wetlands 
Protection  Act  seem  to  make  that  date  overly  optimistic. 

Alternative  2  (p.  39):  Is  the  cost  of  the  bridge  repair  included  in  the  project 
cost  and  in  the  anticipation  of  a  ramp  opening  in  July  1985?  The  use  of  wet- 
and  parklands  for  staging  purposes  should  be  recorded,  as  well  as  the  Little 
River  crossing. (third  par.) 

Alternative  4  (p.  49):  Appeals  from  Wetlands  Protection  rulings  might  well 
delay  the  completion  beyond  the  estimated  August  1986  date,  so  that  the 
interim  period  before  the  permanent  improvement  date  would  become  negligibly 
brief. 

Chap.IV-D,  Selection  (p.  49):  "Comments  will  be  considered  and  responded  to  in 
a  FEIR"would  leave  this  member,  i.e., the  MRWA,  without  the  legitimate  oppor- 
tunity to  efficaciously  respond  to  the  potential  of  management  options.  That 
impossibility  appears  to  require  a  revised  DEIR,  including  a  review,  in  advance 
of  the  FEIR. 

V:  Wetlands,  Parklands,  Flooding  (p.  51  -  59) 

V.A  Description  of  the  Environment:  Mention  of  indirect  and  staging  impacts 
should  be  made. 

V.A. 2:  Flooding,  informs  that  the  entire  area  is  within  the  flood  plain.  The 
CDM  recommendations  have  not  been  implemented  and  would  require  funding 
support  to  occur  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

VI  Traffic.  The  study  area  (Fig.  Vl-A)  should  include  Belmont  Center  and 
Route  60  both  sides  of  Route  2.  The  City  has  issued  already  an  EIR.  It  does 
not  propose  a  mere  reconstruction,  but  extension  to  Concord  Avenue.  The 
project  is  stalled,  since  the  FHWA  refuses  to  fund  an  EIS  phase  because  of 
the  lack  of  consolidation  with  the  permanent  Alewife  highway  improvements 
of  the  MDPW  according  to  federal  law  and  DOT  Program  Manual  7-7-2,  i.e., 
because  of  segmentation. 
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VI-A    2,  third  par.:    it  should  correctly  be  in  the  future  tense. 

VLB. 2  Analysis  Assumptions  The  analyses  compare  the  1982  traffic  volumes 
with  those  projected  by  Spaulding  <5c  Slye  for  1987,  which  are  updated.  The 
1982  volumes  should  have  been  updated.  More  importantly,  the  EOEA  instructed 
the  MBTA,  it  should  study  the  No-Build  in  the  light  of  prior  MBTA  conclusions 
that  existing  access  would  suffice.  The  present  DEIR  confirms  those  conclusions, 
if  the  items  i  and  ii  on  page  18  are  implemented.  The  project  is  to  provide  a 
short-term  little  solution  when  the  garage  opens;  it  is  not  its  purpose  to  provide 
the  equivalent  of  the  permanent  solution,  which  will  be  the  task  of  the  MDPW 
in  1987.  Therefore,  one  has  to  conclude  that  no  interim  access  ramps  are 
necessary,  (p.66) 

The  effort  of  the  DEIR  to  assume  traffic  forecasts  for  1987  is  not  immedi- 
ately clear.  As  a  matter  of  record,  the  CTPS  is  working  at  a  comprehensive 
forecast  with  MPO  funding  which  is  due  this  summer.  It  would  seem  to  be 
more  economical  to  wait  until  those  data  are  available  and  let  the  MDPW 
consultant  evaluate  them  for  his  permanent  improvements. 

The  present  statistics  appear  to  be  nothing  more  than  guesswork  based 
on  insufficient  data.  (See:  Traffic  Projections  and  Analyses  prepared  by  Norman 
A.  Abend  et  al  for  the  Cambridge  Community  Development  Department,  April, 
1984.) 

The  tables  VI-B  to  E  on  p.  76/79  compare  the  traffic  volume/capacity 
ratio  (V/C)  and  level-of-service  (LOS)  of  the  1982  condition,  with  and  without 
a  new  Rindge  intersection,  first  with  a  1987  No-Build,  either  unconstrained  or 
constrained  (with  diversions),  and  second,  with  the  1987  alternatives  1,  2,  3a 
and  4.  There  is  no  comparative  V/C  and  LOS  for  any  of  the  non-structural 
garage/traffic/parking  management  techniques  to  be  found  on  any  of  the  tables 
or  anywhere  in  this  chapter  VI. 

VIII  Measures  to  Mitigate  Impacts 

VIII. B  Traffic  The  objective  of  the  subway  extension  to  Alewife  is  to  divert 
the  commuters  from  their  automobiles  to  mass  transit.  The  MRWA  agrees. 
The  DEIR  continues:  "the  best  opportunity  to  achieve  this  objective  is  offered 
by  the  build  alternative";  the  MRWA  disagrees.  Traffic  management  strategies 
are  more  flexible,  cheaper  and  can  be  switched  on  and  off  at  will;  they  require 
no  substantial  capital  investment  for  temporary  facilities. 

Transportation  Systems  Management  Techniques  (TSMT),  p. 9 8 

1.    Pricing  Restraints 

First  par.:  Other  than  rigid  high  or  rigid  low  fees  would  be  more  meaningful, 
e.g.,  high  fees  during  the  7  to  9  A.M.  period,  low  fees  before  7  for  early  birds 
and  after  9  for  pleasure,  e.g.  shopping,  commuters. 

Second  par.:  The  T  has  intended  to  require  two  tokens  —  at  least  for  the 
down  town  direction  —  and  made  its  cost/benefit  calculation  for  the  extension 
to  Alewife  on  that  basis.  The  DEIR  should  make  an  analysis  for  both  1  <k  2 
token  fares. 

Item  l.b.  See  above  under  first  par.  The  chief  of  operations  should  play  it 
by  ear.  That  possibility  is  precisely  the  advantage  of  non-structural  alternatives. 

Second  par.  of  l.b.  As  explained  above,  one  can  adjust  the  fee  differential 
so  that  no  empty  spaces  remain.   The  conclusion  of  the  DEIR  that  this  strategy 
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would  "run  counter  to  the  general  objectives  of  constructing  the  extension"  is 
not  immediately  apparent.  On  the  contrary,  such  late  parkers  may  not  stay  a 
full  working  day  downtown.  Thus,  such  spaces  can  be  filled  by  more  than  one 
daily  parker. 

Item  I.e.  The  skepticism  of  the  DEIR  does  not  seem  to  jibe  with  the 
reports  of  the  Caravan,  Inc.,  a  non-profit  corporation  funded  by  MPO.  The 
DEIR  should  have  given  a  more  comprehensive  description  of  the  overall 
Wellington  conditions.  The  DEIR's  conclusion  that  special  treatment  of  carpooLs 
destined  for  transit  stations  is  not  relevant,  is  not  immediatply  rle^r.  It  is. 
tailor-made  for  Alewife,  in  the  opinion  of  several  Alewife  developers. 

2.  Physical  Constraints 

2.a.  Staged  Opening:  the  DEIR  describes  an  improbable  scenario.  If  one 
would  open  only  half  of  the  garage,  one  would  monitor  the  effect  and  proceed 
according  to  observations  of  the  factual  impact.  There  are  other  techniques 
available  to  the  garage  manager.  The  T  has  proposed  itself  in  1982  that  it 
would  open  the  garage  slowly  and  in  steps  and  monitor  the  results.  That  easy 
opportunity  is  one  of  the  pertinent  advantages  of  TSMT's  over  interim  access 
structures. 

The  wholesale  conclusions  of  the  second  par.  that  garage  access  and  egress 
restrictions  during  certain  hours  would  hurt  transit  usage  and  income,  garage 
revenue,  traffic  diversions  and  LOS,  and  that  20%  of  the  expected  modal  shift 
would  be  lost  are  not  convincing. 

2.b.  Limit  Parking  by  Time  of  Day:  This  technique  would  manipulate  the 
filling  and  emptying  of  the  garage  in  a  manner  to  make  these  operations  less 
tiring  and  time  consuming  for  patrons  and  staff  alike.  It  would  distribute 
parkers  and  impact  non-garage  related  Alewife  traffic  less  abruptly.  Tt  is  not 
readily  apparent  why  it  would  "merely  drive  away  potential  transit  riders." 

The  second  par.  addresses  the  problem  of  left-over  empty  garage  spaces 
without  johnnies-come-lately  being  aware  of  them.  Such  missed  opportunities 
can  readily  be  avoided  by  the  usual  "garage  temporarily  filled"  illuminated  red 
signs  at  the  two  rotaries  and  the  Rindge  intersection. 

The  third  par.:  It  seems  to  be  not  immediately  clear  why  well  planned 
availability  and  pricing  techniques  should  have  negative  effects  like  reducing 
transit  ridership  and  car  diversions  to  transit  or  worsened  LOS. 

3.  Other  Mitigating  Measures    (p.  101) 

They  have  been  proposed  by  "a  member  of  the  ATAC".  The  MRWA  agrees 
with  his  conclusion  that  their  implementation  would  "alleviate  traffic  and 
parking  congestion  at  least  to  the  degree  advocated  by  the  proponents  of  the 
structural  temporary  solutions".  The  main  body  of  the  DEIR  does  not  compare 
them  with  the  four  interim  access  alternatives  proposed  by  the  DEIR  and  merely 
states  that  their  effects  are  inferior  to  the  structural  alternatives.  This  is  a 
conclusion  rather  than  proper  argument  supported  by  empirical  data. 

IX    Relation  to  Other  Projects 

The  chapter  relates  the  Alewife  Station  Interim  Access  Project  to  the 
following: 
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Alewife  Station/Garage  of  the  Red  Line  Extension  (RLX) 

Alewife  Garage  West  Roadway  of  the  RLX 

Alewife  Brook  Parkway  Freight-Cutoff  Bridge  of  the  RLX 

MDPW  Upgrading  of  Route  2  of  the  RLX 

Alewife  Boulevard  of  the  City  of  Cambridge 

Restoration  of  the  Lexington  Branch  Railroad 

MAPC  Open  Space  Study 

Private  Development  Projects. 

All  those  relations  to  other  projects— except  for  the  railroad  restoration 
and  private  developments— are  to  federally  funded  projects  which  are 
geographically  proximate  and  functionally  interdependent.  Federal  laws  and 
regulations,  which  are  conveniently  summarized  in  the  DOT  Program  Manual  7- 
7-2,  require  for  such  projects  several  procedures,  among  them  the: 

designation  of  a  lead  agency  (par.  7) 
coordination  with  other  facts  (par.  9) 
single  consolidated  ELS  (par.  13  and  15) 
supplemental  statements  (par.  16) 
section  4(0  statement  (par.  20) 

The  Alewife  Station/Garage  of  the  RLX  has  yet  to  implement  those  proce- 
dures. The  fact  that  this  has  yet  to  be  done  is  causing  some  funding  difficulties 
for  the  environmental  review  phase  of  the  MDPW  Alewife  highway  improvements, 
the  Alewife  Boulevard  and  possibly  the  Truss  Bridge  replacement,  since  it 
appears  that  the  FHWA  considers  the  handling  of  the  RLX  Alewife  projects 
as  segmentation  of  a  single  package.  The  T  seems  intent  on  forgoing  federal 
aid  for  the  interim  access  project.  It  remains  to  be  seen  what  consequences 
that  action  might  entail. 

Appendix  G:    Memo  of  March  14  from  D.  D'Eramo  to  L.  Jonash  &  D.  Kidston 

The  first  sentence  of  D'Eramo's  memo  states  that  he  will  assess  the  MR W A 
proposals  "to  reduce  the  projected  1987  traffic  volumes  at  the  intersection  of 
Rindge  Avenue  Extension  and  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway."  That  statement  is 
erroneous  in  two  points.  The  MRWA  describes  in  its  memo  of  February  15, 
1984,  a  number  of  garage  and  road  traffic  volume  related  transportation  systems 
management  techniques  in  the  eventuality  that  the  impact  of  .the  station  opening 
requires  them  in  the  interim.  They  have  not  been  intended  to  reduce  traffic 
volumes  in  1987,  when  the  MDPW  improvements  are  in  place  and  the  first 
developments  start  to  be  occupied,  among  them  Spaulding  #1.  The  other  error 
is  that  the  MRWA  proposals  address  the  Alewife  problem  in  an  overall  way, 
and  not  merely  one  important  intersection. 

Thus,  D'Eramo's  inclusion  of  1,343  ADT  from  the  Triangle  developments  on  p. 
1  should  be  eliminated. 

Section  1:  First  sentence  on  page  2:  The  question  is  irrelevant  since  it 
concerns  the  monitoring  early  weeks  only.  Besides,  it's  the  T's  own  1982 
proposal. 

Section  2:  First  sentence:  "The  current,  1982,  LOS  will  never  be  better  than 
presently  exists  without  highway  improvements"  ignores  some  of  the  TSMT's 
which  produce  relief. 
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The  next  sentence  assumes  that  development  generated  traffic  will  help  to 
increase  traffic  peaks  by  40%.  It  is  not  readily  apparent  why  that  increase 
is  assumed  to  be  relevant  for  garage  generated  effects  at  opening  time,  i.e., 
in  1985. 

The  third  sentence  questions  whether  car  pooling  is  currently  dominant  at 
transit  stations.  It  may  not  be;  but  certainly  will  be  a  very  helpful  factor  at 
Alewife  and  should  be  encouraged,  e.g.,  with  assist  from  Caravan,  Inc.,  the  T 
and  MDPW. 

The  second  paragraph  suggests  that  car  pooling  may  be  a  washout.  That  evalu- 
ation is  based  on  the  unrealistic  assumption  of  a  parking  limitation  to  three- 
person  occupancy  cars.  Operational  costs  to  the  T  should  be  small  compared 
to  the  investment  in  structures. 

3.  Reserved  Parking  Spaces 

D'Eramo  claims  that  this  measure  would  prevent  traffic  reduction  in  peak  hours. 
However,  90+%  of  the  reduction  will  be  achieved,  when  such  reservation  is 
practiced. 

4.  Carpools 

D'Eramo's  comment  is  based  on  a  misunderstanding.  The  MRWA  is  aware  of 
Spaulding's  "built-in  assumption"  and  is  uses  his  occupancy  rate  in  its  memo. 
The  MRWA  is  suggesting  that  there  remains  much  room  at  the  top. 

5.  Parking  Demand 

D'Eramo's  reference  to  City  of  Cambridge  minimum  parking  requirements  is 
irrelevant  for  the  MRWA  suggestion.  Building  owners  would  like  to  attract 
tenants  by  offering  ample  parking.  Spaulding  is  thinking  of  bonuses.  The  City 
should  initiate  for  general  zoning  districts,  other  than  PUD,  a  site  plan  review. 

6.  Shared  Taxi,  Shuttle  6c  Subscription  Buses 

The  reference  to  Newton  and  Logan  requires  a  closer  look  to  detect  whether 
there  are  pertinent  differences  from  the  Alewife  condition.  The  Caravan,  Inc. 
may  be  helpful  to  D'Eramo.  The  AD  Little  Corporation  has  started  shuttle 
service.  The  Northwest  Corridor  Service  Study  of  the  T  is  considering  Alewife 
minibuses  similar  to  the  Boston  Common's  Garage  centered  rides  around  the 
downtown  shopping  district. 

7.  Subway 

Again,  a  misunderstanding.  Possibly,  the  MRWA  has  been  polite  to  a  fault. 
The  modal  split  figure  of  the  MRWA  had  been  taken  over  from  Spaulding.  The 
fact  that  they  were  also  used  by  Sverdrup's  subconsultant  is  immaterial  for 
the  purpose  of  the  MRWA  raised  issues.  The  MRWA  is  trying  to  rise  a  tiny 
red  flag.  Not  always  is  the  T  at  its  best.  The  MRWA  just  wants  to  ask  the  T 
to,  please,  be  careful  with  all  that  good  taxpayers*  money  and  make  the  future 
Alewife  borders  like  the  new  extension.  The  MEPA  representative  attending 
the  past  Alewife  meetings  is  well  aware  of  the  many  problems  with  the  MBTA 
plans. 

8.  Bus  Service 

Again,  another  misunderstanding.  This  time  between  the  T's  high  command  and 
the  Northwest  Corridor  Service  team.  That  team  is  planning  future  Alewife 
destined  feeder  bus  lines.    Convenient,  ample  fringe  parking  facilities  for 
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outlying  commuters  at  the  outer  bus  terminals  will  be  important  for  private 
automobiles.  It  would  seem  timely  to  secure  appropriate  parking  areas  at  those 
terminals  as  soon  as  they  have  been  decided.  Don  Kidston  says  that  the  study 
is  looking  into  such  parking  areas.  The  study  manager  says,  that  this  is  not 
included  in  their  contract  scope.  D'Eramo's  conclusion  that  the  reduction  of 
traffic  projections  is  possible  as  a  result  of  this  MRWA  alternative  misses  the 
point.    The  question  is  to  get  the  T  to  act,  to  act  timely  and  well. 

9.    Flexible  Work  Schedules 

D'Eramo  quotes  instances  of  a  2%  traffic  reduction  and  adds  that  a  5  to  10% 
peak  hour  reduction  seems  very  optimistic.  On  the  other  hand,  flex  time  elimi- 
nates one  work  day  out  of  ten.  That  amounts  to  10%,  when  arithmetic  is  being 
used.    Does  it  not? 

Conclusions  and  Goals 

D'Eramo  states  that  traffic  projections  at  Alewife  for  development  already 
incorporate  many  of  MRWA's  proposals.  The  MRWA  is  pleased  by  that  comment. 
However,  the  MRWA  non-structural  alternatives  have  been  addressing  short- 
term  solutions,  i.e.,  possible  problems  at  garage  opening  in  1985.  They  are  in 
competition  with  the  short-term  access  options.  If  they  have  proven  their 
worth  and  are  popular  in  1987,  the  MBTA  and  MDPW  may  once  see  eye  to  eye 
and  decide  not  to  object  to  their  continuous  application  when  the  major 
development  impacts  occur.    The  MRWA  would  not  object  either. 

D'Eramo's  comment  that  his  analysis  does  not  support  (the  italics  are  his)  the 
MRWA's  conclusion  seems  to  be  somewhat  deficient  in  completeness,  depth  and 
correct  understanding  of  what  is  to  be  analyzed.  He  may  wish  to  reanalyze 
with  an  open  mind. 

The  DEIR  discusses  the  four  structural  finalists  in  Chapter  IV.  Its  own 
non-structural  alternatives  are  mentioned  at  the  end  of  the  report  in  Chapter 
VIII  among  an  assortment  of  items  like  flooding,  parkland  and  air  pollution. 
Thus,  the  members  have  a  difficult  time  to  relate  and  compare  the  two  kinds 
of  alternatives.  Worse,  the  DEIR  analyses  the  MRWA  proposals  on  the  very 
last  page  of  the  volume  in  appendix  G.  No  reviewer  can  be  expected  to  come  to 
a  firm  recommendation  by  reading  such  a  disorganized  document. 

The  DEIR  has  deprived  the  public  of  a  comparative  analysis,  and  made 
it  difficult  for  busy  commentators,  who  have  their  own  working  lives,  to  notice 
the  non-structural  options. 

CONCLUSION 

It  is  the  position  of  MRWA  that  the  DEIR  puts  forth  an  argument  that 
is  inappropriate.  It  uses  1987  statistics  even  though  it  argues  for  a  project 
that  is  to  be  in  existence  before  the  1987-planned  permanent  improvements. 
Furthermore,  it  runs  roughshod  over  legitimate  and  legally  protected 
environmental  concerns,  by  minimizing  the  non-structural  management  proposals 
with  questionable  statistics.  For  example,  at  page  100  it  states  that  a  staged 
opening  of  the  garage  could  cause  a  loss  of  15%-20%  of  the  "expected  5,200 
daily  automobile  diversions  to  transit".  It  is  our  contention  that  a  net  loss  of 
approximately  1000  trips  (which  figure  may  very  well  be  less  than  the  statistical 
error  built  into  every  such  analysis)  over  roads  that  currently  accommodate 
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approximately  60,000  average  daily  trips  is  not  so  significant  compared  with 
the  environmental  damage  that  would  result. 

The  MRWA  stands  by  the  conclusions  and  goals  stated  in  its  memo  of 
February  15,  1984  on  Non-Structural,  Traffic-Management  Alternatives  wherein 
it  was  stated  that  steps  such  as  those  outlined  therein  would  alleviate  traffic 
and  increased  parking  congestion  at  least  to  the  degree  advocated  by  proponents 
of  the  structural  temporary  solutions. 

Moreover,  the  non-structural  management  techniques  may  well  improve 
the  present  traffic  conditions  noticeably  as  they  have  for  instance,  shown  to 
perform  at  the  opening  of  the  Southeast  Expressway  Reconstruction.  (See: 
Reconstruction  Bulletin  dated  4/10/84  prepared  by  MAPC  and  MDPW.) 
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WINN   BROOK  ASSOCIATION 


BELMONT,  MASSACHUSETTS  02178 

THOMAS  P.  CAUACHAN,  PmMml 
17  tint  ««d 
IdirwM.  M....  02  171 

fh«M:  4i«-i»it  May  5,  1984 

James  S.  Hoyte,  Sec reta ry 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Hoor 
Boston,  MA  02202 
ATTN:  ME  PA  Unit 

Bear  Secretary  Hoyte, 

While  our  organization  considers  that  a  capable 
job  has  been  done  on  the  Draft  EIR  for  the  MBTA  Alewife  Sta- 
tion Interim  Access,  EOEA  #  4931,  we  believe  that  it  has  a 
couple  of  weaknesses  and,  most  importantly,  points  up  the 
need  to  halt  piecemeal  planning  in  the  Alewife  area. 

1)  It  does  not  appear  that  certain  questions  in 
the  scope  have  been  answered  in  the  draft.  They  concern  the 
dubious  assumptions  that  existing  access  would  suffice  for 
the  Alewife  station. 

2)  What  would  be  the  capacity  during  the  PM 
Peak  Hour  in  1987  for  the  Alternate  4  exit  road  at  the  signal- 
ized intersection  at  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  and  Route  2  ? 
What  is  the  storage  capacity  of  this  exit  road  from  the  garage 
to  the  intersection?  What  is  the  traffic  volume  forecast  for 

the  Grace  development's  contribution  to  this  road?.  .  .  for  ADL? 

3)  Does  not  the  Federal  Highway  Administration 
under  CFR  23,  771.  105  or  ME  PA  under  301  CMR  10.  10  have  a 
responsibility  to  demand  comprehensive  environmental  plan- 
ning? One  of  a  dozen  pertinent  questions  pointing  up  a  lack  of 
coordinated  planning  is:  If  the  Alternate  4  exit  road  develops 
a  Level  of  Service  F,  and  Alewife  Boulevard  is  built,  will 

not  a  high  volume  of  PM  Peak  Hour  traffic  exit  via  Smith  Place 
and  Concord  Avenue  to  add  to  the  westbound  traffic  that  is  al- 
ready flooding  the  Winn  Brook  neighborhood  of  Belmont? 

4)  Your  office  has  been  most  zealous  and  effec- 
tive in  surfacing  environmental  issues  at  Alewife,  but  we  now 
ask  whether  it  shouldn't  demand  a  study  of  the  impact  of  inad- 
quate  planning  on  property  values  and  the  quality  of  life  in  Belmont 
neighborhoods  such  as  Winn  Brook. 


Very  truly  yours. 
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RECEIVED 

MAY  8  £84 

CFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 


rtVUt  It    J  ril  K 


Cambridge,  Massachusetts  02140 
617  8*4-5770  Telex  921436 


Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc. 


May  3,  1984 


R£CE\VED 


MAY  7  S84 

fWCJ  Of  THE  SCCRETAr.Y 
1  3»V.M£HTAt  AffAin; 


Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attention  of  MEPA  Unit 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

This  letter  concerns  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  Alewife 
Station  Interim  Access  on  behalf  of  Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc. 

We  are  writing  to  express  our  comments  on  the  above-mentioned  report 
and  our  comments  are  made  with  the  background  that  highway  changes  have 
historically  come  very  slowly  in  the  Alewife  area.    Therefore,  one  needs 
to  consider  that  the  interim  access  to  the  MBTA  station  may  in  fact 
become  a  long-term,  if  not  a  permanent,  solution.    We  strongly  recom- 
mend Alternate  Number  4  as  it  provides  what  we  believe  is  the  best 
solution  for  handling  the  traffic  in  a  safe  manner.    This  alternate 
eliminates  a  need  for  a  traffic  light  on  Route  2  for  stopping  eastbound 
traffic. 

We  would  like  to  suggest  one  modification  to  Alternate  Number  4;  namely, 
a  connection  at  the  merge  point  of  the  eastbound  and  westbound  access 
road  at  the  western  corner  of  the  garage.    This  would  provide  an  oppor- 
tunity to  reverse  direction  using  those  two  ramps. 

Should  the  westbound  proposal  of  Alternate  4  not  be  considered  possible, 
we  believe  that  Alternate  2  is  preferable  to  Alternate  1. 

Sincerely  yours , 


D.  Reid  Weedon,  Jr. . 
Senior  Vice  President 

/ceb 

Dictated  by  Mr.  Weedon 
and  signed  in  his  absence 
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MUGAR/FINARD 
ASSOCIATES 


RECEIVED 


ONE  BURLINGTON  WOODS  DRIVE 
BURLINGTON.  MA  01803 
(6)7)  273-5555 


MAY  7  1984 


Ref:  0162 


May  3,  1984 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
OF  ENVIRONMENT     -r  u.cS 


The  Honorable  James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Attention:  MEPA  Unit 

RE:   MBTA  Alewife  Station  Interim  Access  DEIR  ( EOEA  #4931) 
March,  1984 

Dear  Secretary  Hoyte: 

Review  of  the  DEIR,  in  light  of  my  familiarity  with  the  Alewife 
area,  confirms  my  belief  in  the  need  for  area  transportation  im- 
provements.    With  respect  to  the  four  build  alternatives  pro- 
posed for  interim  station  access,  it  would  appear  that  Alter- 
native 4  offers  at  a  reasonable  cost  the  greatest  level  of 
traffic  relief  for  the  area  during  both  the  morning  and  evening 
peak  hour  conditions.     As  such,  Alternative  4  should  be  further 
developed  in  an  environmentally  sensitive  manner,     and  in  con- 
junction with  employer-based  traffic  demand  modification 
strategies  such  as  ridesharing  programs,  variable  work  hours, 
support  of  MBTA  pass  programs,  and  others. 

However,  as  the  developer  in  the  proposed  Arlington  Office  Park, 
I  am  deeply  concerned  by  the  statement  contained  in  Section 
IX,  Relation  to  Other  Projects,    (p.   107)  that,  "No 
direct  relationship  is  seen  between  this   ( Mugar-Finard )  pro- 
posal and  the  interim  access  project  although  a  "close  relation- 
ship exists  between  the  development   (Mugar-Finard)  and  Route 
2."     It  is  implied  that  since  access  to  the  Mugar-Finard  site 
was  not  considered  in  the  development  of  interim  station 
access  alternatives,  it  follows,   therefore,  that  there  can  be 
no  relationship  between  projects.     The  rationale  behind  this  • 
presumption  is  that  interim  station  access  will  be,  by  defi- 
nition, a  short-term  temporary  situation,  and  that  access  to 
the  Mugar-Finard  site  will  be  coordinated  through  the  present 
EIS  process  concerning  the  MDPW  proposal  to  upgrade  Route  2. 

Nevertheless,  a  review  of  the  history  of  project  development  of 
transportation  improvements  within  the  Alewife  area,   in  light 
of  funding  realities,   suggests  strongly  that   the  interim  station 
access  plan  while  "temporary"  in  nature  may  in  fact  be  the 
extent  of  roadway  improvements   to  Route  2  for  the  next   10  to 
20  years.     The  fact   that  design  and  construction  of  the  interim 
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station  access  plan  will  be  totally  funded  by  the  Commonwealth 
of  Massachusetts  is  indicative  of  the  scarcity  of  present  and 
future  federal  resources  and  the  longer  project  development 
process  if  federal  funds  were  utilized.     Assuming  that  the 
environmental,  design  and  construction  process  of  the  long-term 
Route  2  improvements  is  expedited,   a  minimum  of  6  to  8  years 
would  be  required.     This  time  frame  assumes  agreement  at  the 
neighborhood,   local,   regional  and  state  levels  as  to  the  nature 
and  extent  of  proposed  improvements  during  both  the  environ- 
mental and  design  stages  of  project  development,  FHWA  approval 
of  the  "preferred"  alternative,  availability  of  federal  and 
state  funds  for  both  design  and  construction,  and  the  con- 
tinued priority  of  Alewife  area  transportation  improvements  by 
subsequent  state  administrations.     The  history  of  Alewife 
project  development  during  the  past  15  years,   in  light  of 
present  and  future  funding  realities,   suggests  that  a  6  to  8 
year     schedule  is  overly  optimistic  and  that  a  10  to  20  year 
schedule  of  staged  construction  i nprovements  to  the  Alewife 
area  is  more  realistic,   if  further  roadway  improvements  are 
constructed  at  all.     It  is  not  beyond  the  realm  of  possibility 
that  the  EIS  process  will  result  in  selection  of  the  No-Build 
Alternative  as  the  "preferred"  alternative. 

In  light  of  the  above,  you  must  understand  my  concern  and  dis- 
appointment that  access  to  the  Mugar-Finard  parcel  has  been 
totally  neglected  in  the  development  of  the  interim  station 
access  alternatives.     I  wish  to  point  out  that  site  access 
via  a  one-way  westbound  service  road  from  Route  2,  as  proposed 
in  the  DEIR  and  FEIR  (EOEA  #4167)   prepared  for  the  Arlington 
Office  Park,  and  developed  in  close  coordination  with  MDPW 
officials,   is  compatible  from  a  highway  design  and  safety 
perspective  with  all  of  the  interim  station  access  alterna- 
tives, without  impacting  Thorndike  Field.     Given  the  fact  that 
project  development  of  the  Mugar-Finard  parcel  enjoys  local 
official  support,   has  satisfied  the  state  environmental  process, 
the  Arlington  Redevelopment   Board,    the  Arlington  Zoning  Board 
of  Appeals  and  the  state  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
Engineering,  and,  as  such,   is  a  real  project  in  contrast  to  a 
number  of  proposed  area  developments  that  have  been  considered 
in  the  analysis,   it  is  imperative  that  the  Final  EIR  address 
and  assess  the  compatibility  of  Mugar-Finard  site  access  with 
the  as  yet  to  be  determined  preferred  interim  station  access 
plan,   particularly  in  view  of  the  uncertainty  of  future  long- 
term  improvements  to  Route  2.     Otherwise,   the  identification 
and  analysis  of  environmental   impacts  associated  with  the 
interim  access  station  plan  will   fall  short  of  being  compre- 
hensive . 
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It  is  my  sincerest  hope  that  working  together,   state,  local 
and  private  interests  within  the  Alewife  area  can  harness  the 
resources  to  expedite  the  necessary  area  transportation  system 
improvements . 

Very  truly  yours, 
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Elsie  C.  Fiore 
58  Mott  Street 
Arlington,  MA  0217*1 
6*18-0077 

May  9,  198*4 


James  S.  Hoyte,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Environ 

mental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA  02202 

Re:     Alewife  Short-Term  Roadway  Improvements 
Cambridge-Arlington  -  EOEA  No.  U931 

Dear  Mr.  Hoyte: 

Following  are  my  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  issued  in  the  above  matter: 

Certificate  of  Secretary  -  p.  17-21 

The  Secretary  recognizes  the  need  for  careful  study  of 
the  area  because  of  the  environmental  consequences  of  construc- 
tion and  development. 

Under  "Alternatives"  on  p .  19,  the  Secretary  states: 

(h)  A  fourth  alternative,  to  be  developed, 
which  does  not  Impact  parkland  and  avoids 
signalized  access  onto  Route  2  [should  be 
studied]       (emphasis  supplied). 

Alternative  4,  which  was  added  after  the  Environmental  Notifi- 
cation Form  had  already  been  reviewed  by  the  Secretary,  impacts 
wetlands  (which  are  part  of  the  MDC  reservation)  and  requires 
a  larger  volume  of  compensatory  storage  than  Alternatives  1,  2 
and  3.     Therefore,  it  is  my  opinion  that  Alternative  *+  as 
described  in  the  DEIR    is  improperly  being  discussed. 

On  page  20  of  the  DEIR  the  Secretary  states  under  (1), 
Wetlands  and  Flooding, 

The  area  of  MDC  parkland  disturbed  by  the 
MBTA  construction  has  been  greater  than  many 
observers  expected. 

It  has  been  the  observation  of  this  writer  that  it  is  mainly 
those  people  with  a  so-called  professional  background  who  in- 
sisted that  damage  could  be  successfully  mitigated  by  proper 
safeguards.     Citizen  observers  felt  no  such  confidence  and  I, 
for  one,  appreciate  the  recognition  by  the  Secretary  that  this 
extensive  disturbance  has  taken  place.     It  follows  that  addi- 
tional construction  and  development  will  with  almost  complete 
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certainty  cause  further  disturbance  and  destruction  that  may  not 
be  repairable  by  either  man  or  nature.     Preservation  of  the  MDC 
Alewife  Reservation  should  be  of  paramount  importance  in  this 
area.     If  construction  and  development  cannot  be  carried  out 
with  no  harm  to  this,  delicate  area,  it  should  not  be  allowed. 

Summary  -  p.  23-24 

Par.  3  states: 

Several  land  developments ...  in  the  Alewife 
area... will  add  to  the  traffic  generated 
by  the  MBTA  garage. 

The  stated  purpose  of  the  temporary  roadway  as  given  on  p .  2  of 
the  ENF  (DEIR  p.  4)  is  "to  further  improve  vehicular  access/ 
egress  for  the  Alewife  Station .. .and  ease  traffic  congestion 
at  the  Rindge  Avenue .. .intersection. "     It  is  further  stated  on 
p . 4  (ENF)  "Although  the  station  can  function  without  benefit  of 
the  direct  ramps ...  there  will  be  considerable  traffic  conges- 
tion in  the  station  area  (p .10aENF,DEIR  p.l6). 

Since  the  MBTA  has  provided  for  an  extra  lane  on  Alewife 
Brook  Parkway  north  of  Rindge  Avenue  and  turning  into  Rindge 
Avenue  and  the  garage,  and  since,  from  my  observation  as  a  long- 
time and  daily  user  of  parking  garages,  it  is  not  traffic 
entering  a  garage  that  causes  a  backup,  the  additional  lane  on 
Alewife  Brook  Parkway  should  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  cars 
entering  the  garage  from  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  North  and  Route 
2.     Furthermore,  cars  leaving  the  garage  must  stop  to  pay  their 
parking  fee  at  a  toll  booth  and  then  leave  one-by-one.  The 
traffic  backup  is  in  the  garage,  not  on  the  roadway.  This 
leaves  the  obvious  conclusion  that  traffic  congestion  will  be 
caused  by  the  additional  traffic  resulting  from  nev;  development. 
It  is  the  opinion  of  this  writer  that  public  funds  should  not 
be  used  for  private  development  and  the  development  proponents 
should  be  charged  with  solving  access  problems  by  private  means, 
including  scaled-down  development. 

Page  24,  Par.  1  of  the  DEIR  states: 

Where  traffic  would  increase  over  the  No 
Build  with  the  interim  access  road  in  use  would 
be,  of  course,  Route  2... and  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  north  of  Route  2...    .     Traffic  on  Ale- 
wife Brook  Parkway  south  of  Route  2...  would 
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also  increase    relieving  the  conges- 

tion at  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Rindge 
Avenue  Intersection  ...   .  (emphasis  added) 


It  is  difficult  for  the  writer  to  understand  what  benefit 
is  to  be  gained  simply  by  shifting  traffic  from  one  location  to 
another.     Since  the  facts  stated  above  indicate  that  interim 
access  is  not  necessary  to  serve  the  garage,  it  follows  that 
the  private  developers  in  the  triangle  section  of  Cambridge 
will  benefit  the  most.     However,  since  the  traffic  created  by 
the  new  development  will  presumably  not  be  using  the  garage, 
"interim  access  to  the  garage"  is  a  misnomer. 

Although  it  has  been  said  that  the  interim  access  could 
be  part  of  the  detoured  roadways  used  during  the  permanent  re- 
construction of  Route  2,  these  plans  are  not  shown.  Also, 
even  though  Alternatives  1  and  2  claim  to  be  within  the  right- 
of-way  of  both  the  MBTA  and  the  DPW,  MDC  land  must  be  used 
for  staging  purposes.     Plans  for  this  staging  should  be  given. 


Page  80  of  the  DEIS,  Par.  3e,  states: 

...Build  options,  as  a  group,   

would  provide  the  best  opportunity  to  attain 
the  expected  diversion  of  the  7,700  daily 
automobile  trips  to  transit. 


Since  the  MBTA  garage  is  designed  to  hold  only  2,000  cars,  how 
will  the  diversion  of  the  additional  5,700  automobile  trips 
be  accomplished? 

The  extension  of  the  Red  Line  and  the  building  of  an 
"improved"  road  system  is  supposed  to  relieve  traffic  conges- 
tion in  Boston  and  Cambridge.     In  fact,  the  extension  will 
attract  more  traffic  to  an  area  that  is  functioning  adequately 
now  and  the  "improvement"  of  the  roads  will  attract  and  en- 
courage more  automobile  traffic  to  pass  through  the  area 
than  it  can  safely  carry. 

For  the  above  and  additional  reasons  stated  by  other 
commentators  on  the  interim  access  project,   this  writer  is  of 
the  opinion  that  interim  access  to  the  garage  is  not  only  un- 
necessary, but  undesirable. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Elsie  C.  Fiore 
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ATTORNEY  AT  LAW 


348  Franklin  Street 

Cambridge,  Massachusetts  02139 


Telephone 
(617)  491-7181 


May  7,  19&4 


Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA.  02202 


RECEIVED 


MAY  9  384 


Attention:  ME PA  Unit 


OFFICE  CF  THS  SKRETAEY  0? 
E.'.V::.3KM£NTAL  AFFAIRj 


RE  j    EOEA  #tf931 
Sin 

I  have  had  an  extremely  unusual  time  attempting  to  obtain  a  copy  of 
this  document,  highlighted  by  MBTA  actions  which  I  do  not  consider  con- 
structive.   Senator  George  Bachrach  was  kind  enough  to  loan  me  his  copy. 
The  Mystic  River  Watershed  Association  also  offerred  to  loan  me  theirs, 
and  forwarded  a  copy  of  their  submission  on  this  matter. 

I  find  the  MRWA  submission  impressive  and  complete.  Particularly 
distressing  is  the  MBTA  failure  to  provide  the  no-build  option  the  level 
of  importance  which  it  deserves  and  which  was  directed  by  the  secretary. 

Of  other  possible  interest  to  the  secretary  are  pending  zoning 
changes  in  the  City  of  Cambridge.    So-called  "technical  amendments"  would 
have  direct  impact  on  construction  by  Spaulding  and  Slye.     Present  P.U.D. 
zoning  has  provisions  "allowing  transfers  /of  development  rights/  from 
unbuildable  areas  to  buildable  areas"  (EOEA  4326,  page  IV-37).    This  privi- 
lege is  only  available,  at  present,  to  developers  holding  20  acres  or  more 
of    land  in  the  area.    Spaulding  &  Slye  owns  18. 5.    The  "technical  amend- 
ments" would  reduce  required  holdings  to  .57  acres,  five  house  lots. 
The  C.D.D.  has  also  proposed  a  change  which  would  have  modified  maximum 
allowed  accessory  parking  by  changing  the  limits  to  limits  only  in  unusual 
situations.    That  change  was  withdrawn  when  I  publicly  objected.  Both 
proposals  were  included  in  legal  advertisements,  but  neither  advertisement 
included  meaningful  description  of  these  important  aspects.     Neither  adver- 
tisement even  quoted  the  language  of  the  change. 
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1//AC, 


August  20,  1984 


Mr.   Francis  M.  Keville 
Director  of  Construction 
Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation 

Authority 
10  Park  Plaza 
Boston,   MA  02116 

Dear  Frank: 

In  response  to  your  request  the  Department  has  reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Alewife  Station  Interim  Access 
project  and  submits  the  following  comments: 

1.  Since  the  advent  of  the  Interim  Access  proposals, 
the  Department  has  been  working  closely  with  EOTC , 
MBTA,   and  the  consultant  firm  of  Sverdrup  and 
Parcel,    as  well  as  the  Alewife  Advisory  Committee, 
various  city,    town  and  local  groups  etc.,   in  the 
development  of  geometries   for  the  various  concepts 
as  well  as  preparation  of  the  DEIR. 

2.  The  traffic  operations  and  safety  analyses  contained 
in  the  document  are  satisfactory  relative  to  concerns 
of  the  Department. 

3.  Because  the  Department  staff  has  been  participating 
in  ongoing  work  sessions  with  the  project  staff, 
opinions  and  concurrences  of  the  MDPW  are  already 
reflected  in  the  document. 

4.  We  are  aware  that  the ysignalization  and  reconfigura- 
tion of  the  Dewey/Almay  rotary  has  been  subject  to 
considerable  engineering  design  and  traffic  operations 
analysis.     At  this  preliminary  design  phase,    the  lay- 
out of  the  rotary  appears  acceptable.     We  do  expect  to 
review  and  comment  on  the  more  detailed  design  drawings 
as  the  project  progresses. 
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5.     Additional  coordination  with  our  own  consultant, 

Fay  Spofford  and  Throndike,    for  the  Alewife  Route  2 
proposed  improvements  has  insured  that  this  interim 
proposal  would  not  preclude  any  of  the  options  for 
the  permanent  solutions. 


If  you  have  further  questions  or  comments  please  contact  Walter  Gustafson 
at  the  Department  973-7458. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Robert  J.  McDonagh 
Chief  Engineer 


i 
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SC.tyimtr&tc/fwvt.  fasten  02/W 


WILLIAM    J  GEARY 
Commissioner 


May  15,   1  Off  ICE  Of  J\\    c:  ?c 

0F  ENVIRONfcitM 


Executive  0tf£cce  Env-c/to»ime»tCa£  A^cUru 

100  Cambridge  Street 

8o4ton,  MoAAachoAeXti      02 1  OS 


Attn:  MEPA  Un-ct 
Re:  E0EA  * 4937 


Pea*  SecAetaAt/  Hoyte- 

The  Metropolitan  Vistrijct  Commission  tau  Aev-iewecf  #ie  M8TA  Aleuiife 
Station  Interim  Access  draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  submits  the 
following  comment  •* 

/.  Alternative  3A  has  the  least  impact  on  Aleuxife  Reservation  and 
its  wetlands  and  minimizes  compensatory  storage  needs. 

2.  The  proposed  signallzatlon  of  the  Vewey  Almy  Circle  is  an  interesting 
proposal  that  meets  a  number  of  M.V.C.  objectives  far  the  regional 
park  and  parkway  system.    However  -it  needs  considerable  refinement 
in  terms  of  alignment,  signaLization  and  landscape  concerns. 

3.  Alternative  4  has  been  endorsed  by  the  members  of  the  Alewife  Committee. 
It  meets  a  primary  traffic  objective  of  "directly  accommodating  inbound 
garage  traffic".     Tt  impacts  1.4  acres  of  Commission  property,  and 
requires  significant  construction  within  tJie  flood  plain.    The  needed 
compensatory  storage  is  not  shown  nor  is  its  location  discussed  in  the 
Draft  EIR.    We  request  that  it  be  addressed  in  the  final  Report. 

4.  Mitigating  measures,  to  offset  the  use  of  park  land  [4F]  for  roadway 
purposes,  are  not  presented.    The  impacts  proposed  appear  to  be 
significant  and  mitigating  measures  to  offset  these  impacts  are  required. 
A  pedestrian  pathway  is  a  desirable  but  insufficient  measure. 

5.  The  final  EIR  should  address  the  short  term  and  long  term  impacts. 
■Particular  attention  should  be  given  to  the  areas  impacted  by  temporary 

construction  easements.    This  should  include  the  Vewey  Almy  Circle  area 
and  the  phasing  of  construction. 
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APPENDIX  A 

MEPA  DOCUMENTATION 

1.  Environmental  Notification  Form  (ENF) 

2.  MEPA  Certificate  on  ENF 

3.  MEPA  Certificate  on  DEIR 


A-1 


A  -2. 


1.    Environmental  Notification  Form  (ENF) 


A-3 


A-4- 


p.  I 

31 

APPENDIX  A 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 


EIWTKONMJENTAL    NOTIFICATION  FORM 


SUMMARY 

A,   Projoet  !d*«llftc*tlo« 
1.  Project  N«om  


Alewife  MBTA  Station  Short  Term 


2.  PiuHcl  Propooo^t. 
Addrtss 


Koute  2  Access  LmprdVefle'nES 


50  High  Street,  Boston,  MA  u/TTTJ 


Do  not  wrlca  la 
chi*  ipaca 


ft.  »~r—  n  ^t^.  irrN./TV*— <.i      Cambridge  -  Arl  jnqton 

L  LxaUo*  withhi  dty/t<*mi  or  «*~^t  tddrtm    A  1  ewi  f e  MB  1  A  btation 
fnnmrd  Turnoike    and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  (Route  Tj 


P^  f^fDi.r  January  19b5 
Currrat  Statu*  oi  Projoct  P^f  2 


2.  Eat.  Cawmtoe 
Appro*.  Coat 


C  Narr«ri««  Summary  ^  Projoa* 

Ooscrfbo  pio)oct  *md  &*m  •  dtscrlpooo  of  th« 
(If  — cob— r»  um  bock  oi  this  pooo  to  com 


project  bow  nd  trim  **4  iho  pr 
summary)* 


■nit  ua«  oi  th«  profna 


The  project  area  is  located  in  the  Town  of  Arlington  and  City 
consists  of  the  MBTA's  Red  Line  Right  of  Way  (ROW)  from  the  A 
a  point  north  of  Route  2.  This  property  is  currently  being  u 
construction  and  will  be  used  for  Transportation  purposes  upo 
construction.  The  project  area  may  also  include  a  section  of  th 
(Route  2)  from  the  intersection  of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  to  a 
h  mile  to  the  west;  land  owned  and/or  leased  by  the  Arthur  0. 
located  at  the  easterly  end  of  their  property  and  use.!  for  pa 
undeveloped  land  owned  by  the  Metropolitan  District  Commis 
the  Arthur  D.  Little  property,  Route  2,  the  MBTA  ROW  and  the 


of  Cambridge  and 
lewife  Station  to 
sed  for  Red  Line 
n  completion  of 
e  Concord  Turnpike 
point  approximate^ 
Little  Company 
rking  and  roadways; 
si  on  bounded  by 
Little  River. 


The  proposed  project  consists  of  the  construction  of  a  temporary  roadway  which 
would  provide  a  direct  connection  between  the  Alewife  flBTA  Station  and  garage 
and  the  Concord  Turnpike  (Route  2).    This  roadway  would  function  as  an  interim 
connector  pending  completion  of  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works 
(MDPW)  Route  2/Alewife  Brook  Parkway  improvements  project.    Completion  of  the 
MDPW  Project  1s  anticipated  in  1987. 

A  preferred  alignment  for  the  temporary  roadway  project  has  not  yet  been 
selected.    Two  major  options  are  under  consideration.    The  first  consists  of 
a  roadway  or  viaduct  from  the  station/garage  in  the  MBTA's  ROW  over  the  Red 
Line  tall  track  tunnel  to  the  Route  2  bridge  which  crosses  the  ROW.  The 
(continued  on  Page  2  ) 

CofHr»     ihl»  may  b«  o4»<.nned  from:  moth 

N.m«-  Donald  KidStOn  nrm/Au.eiiey:  ™'A..   

a^,h73D  High  Street,  BosTon.^A  H)2110  Pho««<  No._  722-3152   
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V.  2 


UvjThi*       »  GnnpUft*  Nartniiv*.  if  nccrsuiry.  (cont.)  intersection  would  be  signalized  to 
it  left  hand  turns  to  Route  2  westbound  during  the  evening  peak  travel  hours.    The  second 
1Br      insists  of  a  temporary  surface  roadway  from  the  garage/station  in  the  MBTA's  ROW  over 
'ha  S!d  Line  tail  track  tunnel  to  a  point  north  of  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway;    then  the  road- 
would  curve  westward,  across  the  easterly  Arthur  D.  Little  parking  lot  to  Acorn  Park  Road 
n  Rnute  2     This  intersection  at  Route  2  would  also  be  signalized.    It  is  expected  that  the 
:Amnnrarv  roadway  will  be  approximately  40-50  feet  wide  and  consist  of  two  travel  lanes  with 
;3de?s  to  pr^ide  for  two-way  traffic  flow.    Further  analysis  is  needed  to  determine  the 
inal  lane  configuration. 

hp  nuroose  of  this  temporary  roadway  would  be  to  further  improve  vehicular  access/egress  for 
he  Alewife  Station  and  its  2,000-car  parking  garage  and  ease  traffic  congestion  at  the  Rindge 
,venue/Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection. 

he  analvsis  and  design  of  this  interim  roadway  will  be  performed  in  close  coordination  with 
he  MOPW's  design  and  environmental  analysis  for  the  Route  2/Alewife  Brook  Parkway  project  so 
s  to  maximize  the  usefulness  of  the  interim  roadway  during  the  construction  staging  of  the 
ermanent  improvements. 


TTiia  proJ*cc  iJ  9M  which  i»  cacajorloally  included  and  :h*rafor* 
automatically  r*a.ulr*«  praparacioa  of  ta  Earlroaaaacal  Iapacc 

Raport  :       US    SO   not  certain 

0.  Scopinf  (Camp4«t*  Sections  II  CR  111  Tim,  ******  completing  thia  MCtJost.) 

L  deck  thoa*  arc**  which  would  b*  ImpomM  to  examine  in  th«  event  that  an  ETR  la  raajcfa  ad  for  thia  project. 
Thta  iniormaxkM  la  important  to  that  significant  araaa  of  concern  can  be  tderutflad  aa  early  aa  poaaJbf*,  (a 
order  to  expedite  anaJysta  and  review. 


Op«n  Space  4  Recreation  . . 

Historical. .  

Archawuio^jical  . .  

Rsherle*  £  Wlldllla  

Vegetation.  Tree*  

Other  I3folo<ftcaJ  System*  .  . 

Inland  VVwtlnnua  

Coasi.J  IVetf&ndaor  Qeachea 

Flood  I  taaard  Ar«aa  

Chenikaia.  Haaardoua  Subat 
I  llah  RUk  Operation*.  . 
GeolorjicrUly  Unstable  Arena 
Agricultural 
Othar  (Spod/y) 


Conacrae* 

don 
Impact* 

X 


Lon«j 
Term 
I  m  pacta 


Caoerru*. 

tlon 
Impact* 


^Mineral  Rasourcaa . 
.Energy  Us*  


.Water  Supply  &  Use. 
.Water  Pollution  . . . . 


_ j\ir  Pollution. 

 .Noise  

_Tra/fic  

,_SulidWuat* 
__/VeHhetic*  . . 


Wind  ami  Shadow  

.Growth  Impacts  

.Communiry/Houain^  and  the  Suit* 
Environment  


Un*. 
Term 
Impacta 


2.  List  th*  alternative*  »hi<h  you  would  consider  to  be  feasible  in  the  event  an  E1R  Is  required. 

"ion  1.    Construct  an  at-grade  roadway  from  station/garage  site  along  the  Red  Line  ROW, 

spanning  the  Alewife  Brook,  A.  0.  Little  parking  lot  and  Acorn  Park  Road.  Provide 
a  signalized  intersection  at  Route  2  and  Acorn  Park  Road. 
Option  2.    Construct  a  trestle-type  elevated  structure  in  the  Red  Line  kOW  from  the  station/ 
garage  site  to  Route  2.    Provide  a  signa/hzed  intersection  at  Route  2. 

A-6 


SITE  PLAN 

Scale  f  -  200' 

A- 7 


/-SI     I  II  ■* 


option  *^ 


A-8 

llllllll  Proposed  Interim  Access 

RKFTCH  #? 


OPTION  +2 


lllllllll    Proposed  Interim  Access 
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SKETCH  #3 


P.  3 

E.  Hm  this  pra^ct  been  Med  with  EOEA  b«for«?   Y«s   No  J  

If  Y«*.  EOEANo.   EOEA  Action?   

F.  Do«sthi«pro)«ct  foil  u»d«rthtlur1sdJcxta<to<NEPA?   V—  No  X 

IfYtt.  which  Ar*~T?  NEPA  Statue?  

G.  Us*  th«  Stat*  or  FederH  agendas  from  which  permits  will  b«  sought: 

Agency  Nam*  Type  of  Permit 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

MDC 

MDPW 

Cambridge  Conservation  Commission 
Arlington  Conservation  Commission 


H.  WOI  am  Order  of  Conditions  be  required  under  the  provision*  of  the  Wetlands  Protection  Act  (Chap,  131.  Secxloa  40}? 
v-     I  No  

DtC«  Ftl*  Mo.,  if  *pp  Li  cablet  

I.  Ul  the  agencies  tree*  which  the  proponent  WH  PH  Bamclal  as«i*tanc*  tor  this  proktcc 

Agency  Name  Funding  A 


MBTA  '  $1,000,000  State  Bond  Func 


a.   project  description 

A,  Include  an  original  8  V:  ell  Inch  or  larger  section  of  the  moat  recent  U.S.G.S.  1:24.000  scale  topographic  map 
with  the  protect  area  location  and  boundaries  dearly  shown.  Include  muidple  mape  If  necessary  for  targe  pro}* 
ects.  Include  other  map*,  diagram*  or  aerial  photoe  If  the  project  cannot  be  dearly  shown  at  U.S.G.S.  scale.  If 
4w«j Labia,  attach  a  plan  sketch  of  the  proposed  project. 

3.   State  total  area  of  project:  1  to  2.5  acres  

Estimate  the  number  of  acres  (to  the  nearest  1/10  acre)  directly  affected  that  art  currently: 

1.  Developed   Q.-8.t0.l.8         acre.  4.  Roodplain   \\°. . 5°JL *«« 

2.  Open  Spece/Woodlands/Recreatlon  _H_  acres  5.  Coastal  Area   _jLacr«a 

3.  Wetland*  .Q-.2. . 0...7   mtot  6.  Productive  Resource*  _  . 

Agriculture   acres 

Forestry    0  acres 

Mineral  Products    Q  acres 

C  Provide  the  following  dimension*.  If  applicable: 

length  In  miles  JL_L_tO  0.3     Number  of  Housing  Units  Number  oi  Stories  _JJ/.A 

Existing  Immediate  Increase  Due  to  Project 

Number  of  Parking  Spaces   _2   -2  

Vehlde  Trips  to  Project  Site    .  .  .  j   5,000  *  U 

Csciaaced  Vehicle  Trips  oase   project   sit*       60,000  +  _Q  

0.  If  the  proposed  project  will  require  any  permit  tor  access  to  local  or  state  highways,  please  attach  a  sketch 
slioulng  the  location  of  the  proposed  drk-ewey(s)  in  relation  to  the  highway  and  to  the  general  development  plan; 
identifying  ail  local  and  state  highways  abutting  the  development  :  and  Indicating  the  number  of  lanes,  pave* 
menl  width,  median  rt  rips  and  ad|*cent  driveways  on  each  aburtlne  hiqhwav.    and    inAi  -  u  - 
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IIL    ASSESSMENT  OF  POTENTIAL  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

Instructions:  Consider  dlrtct  and  Indirect  adverse  impact*,  including  those  tminq  from  general  conn  ruction  *nd 
operations.  For  every  answer  explain  why  significant  adverse  impact  is  considered  likely  or  unlikely  to  result. 

Also,  stats  th«  source  of  Information  or  other  basis  tor  the  answers  supplied.  U  th«  source  of  :h«  information, 
in  part  or  in  fulL  is  not  listed  In  th«  EN  P.  th«  prtparino.  officer  will  be  asaumad  to  ba  tha  soures  of  the  Informal!©©. 
Such  environ  mental  Information  should  bo  acquired  at  tcaat  la  part  by  Add  Inspection. 


Open  Space  and  Recreation 

1.  Might  tha  prefect  affect  the  concldoa,  use  or  access  to  any  open  space  and/or  recreation  area? 
v-    X  No  

Explanation  and  Source? 

While  the  degree    of  impact  will  vary  depending  upon  which  alignment  is 
selected,  it  is  not  expected  that  the  project  will  significantly  impact  the 
Alewife  Reservation  area  in  that  the  roadway  will  be  either  substantially 
within  the  existing  Lexington  Branch  Railroad  ROW  or  across    on  existing 
paved  parking  area  and  roadway.    Any  impacts  will  be  temporary  due  to  the 
interim  nature  of  the  project. 


3.   Historic  Resources 

I.  Might  any  site  or  structure  of  historic  significance  be  affected  by  the  project?    Yea   No 

Explanation  and  Source: 

None  have  been  identified.  Source:  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Red  Line  Extension/Harvard  Square  to  Arlington  Heights,  August  1977 


Z.  Might  any  arch  ecological  site  be  affected  by  the  project?    Yes   No  

Explanation  and  Source: 


None  have  been  identified.    Source:    See  III  B  1 


C   Ecological  Effects 

1.  Might  tfie  project  significantly  affect  fisheries  or  wildUIe,  especially  any  rare  or  endangered  species? 
Yes     *  No  

Explanation  and  Source; 

The  marine  species  which  could  potentially  be  affected  by  the  project  is  the 
alewife,  a  North  Atlantic  fish  closely  related  to  the  herring.    The  project 


 -  -  —  i     -    •   •  —  •  •  j     ■  -  ■   ■■  —  ■  ■    ■  "3  •         ■  r"  »»* 

may  also  impact  songbirds  and  small  mammals  for  which  the  potential  area 
of  impact  in  the  Alewife  Brook  Reservation  serves  as  a  marginal  haUtat 
Source:      See  III  8  I 
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2.  Might  the  project  significantly  aflect  vegetation,  especially  any  rui  or  endangered  ip«cn  ol  plant? 

*  Ye*   No_£_  n 

(Estimate  approximate  number  0/  mature  trees  to  be  removed:  ) 

Explanation  and  Source 

There  are  no  rare  or  endangered  species.    The  affected  area  does  not 
contain  mature  trees.    Source:    Site  visit  -  Red  Line  NW  EIS 


3.  Might  the  project  altar  or  affect  Hood  hazard  areas.  Inland  or  coaatal  watlanda  (e.g_  estuaries,  marshea,  sand 
dune*  and  beaches,  ponds,  streams,  rivers,  fiah  nma,  or  sheUffsh  bad*)?    Yaa    X  No  

Explanation  and  Source 

The  area  of  the  project  is  within  the  100-year  flood  plan  as  established 
for  the  MBTA  Alewife  work.    Filling  and  grading  may  be  required  to  complete 
the  project. 


4.  Might  the  project  affect  shoreline  erosion  or  acoetloa  at  the  project  site,  downstream  or  in  nearby  coaatal 
areas?    Yes   No_i  

Explanation  and  Source: 

Some  soil  erosion  could  take  place  during  construction  but  this  should  not  be 
significant. 


S.  Might  the  project  involve  other  geologically  unstable  areas?    Yes   No 

Explanation  and  Source: 

Red  Line  Geotechnical  Work. 


Hazardous  Substances 

I.  Might  the  project  involve  the  uae.  tram  port  a  Hon,  storage,  release,  or  dUposal  of  potentially  haxardo 
substances? 
Yea   No_J  

Explanation  and  Source; 

None  were  found  in  this  area  during  Red  Line  construction. 
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Resource  Conservation  and  Um 

I.  Might  tht  project  affect  or  eliminate  l*nd  suitable  for  agricultural  or  forestry  production? 

"  Ym  .    No  — i— 

(Describe  »ny  present  agricultural  land  use  and  farm  unit*  anecttd.) 

Explanation  and  Source 

There  are  no  agricultural  or  forestry  lands  involved. 


2_  Might  tha  project  directly  affect  the  potcntLai  um  or  atncJon  of  mineral  or  energy  resources  (e.g..  oil.  coei. 
land  <*  gravel,  ores)?    Yea   No    A  ■ 

Explanation  and  Source: 


None  were  found  during  Red  Line  construction. 


3.  Might  the  operation  of  the  project  result  tn  any  Increased  consumption  of  energy?    Yee   No 

Explanation  and  Sources 

(If  applicable,  describe  plans  for  conserving  energy  resources.) 

The  project  will  facilitate  use  of  mass  transportation  and  reduce  vehicular 
congestion  in  the    station  area  and,  as  a  result,  may  reduce  fuel  consumption. 


P.   Water  Quality  and  Quantity  ^ 
I.  Might  the  project  result  in  significant  changes  in  drainage  patterns?    Yes   No  

Explanation  and  Source 

On,  one  option,  roadway  grades  will  be  maintained  at  about  present  topography. 
On  the  other  option,    the  roadway  will  be  on  a  trestle-type  elevated  structure. 


2.  Might  the  pro  feet  result  In  the  Introduction  of  pollutants  Into  any  oi  the  following: 

(a)  Marina  Waters   Yes   No  X 


(b)  Surface  Fresh  Water  Body   Yes   No 

(c)  Groundwater   Yes   No  ZZ. 


Explain  rypes  and  quamltla  of  pollutants. 

The  only  possible  source  would  be  from  roadway  drainage.  Given  the  length 
of  road,  this  is  not  considered  significant. 

A-13 


P.  7 


Wtfl  the  proves  generate  nanHcry  sewaoa?    Yea  ___.  No  

if  Ye*.  Quantity.  gallons  per  day 

DUyosaaby:  (a)  Onerte  septic  systems  Y«   No 

(b)  PuWk  sewerse*  systems  Ye*   No 

(e)  ^*«—      ~-  <^^T4te«> 


i.  Might  the  project  rmlt  In  an  increase  In  paved  or  Impervious  surface  over  an  aquifer  rtcoenixed  as  an  impor- 
tant praaaaa  or  future  source  of  water  supply?    Yaa   No  * 


anal  Sources 

There  are  no  known  water  supply  aquifers  in  the  area'.    Source:    See  III  B  1 


5.  la  the  project  la  the  watershed  of  any  surface  water  body  used  aa  a  drtnidn*.  weuer  supply? 
Yea   No  J  

Are  (here  any  public  or  private  drlnkine,  water  wefle  wrthJa  e  1/2-mile  radius  of  the  proposed  project? 
Yea   Ne>__  

Explanation  and  Source: 

There  is  an  existing  well  in  East  Arlington.    However,  tests  conducted  in 
the  well  prior  to  Red  Line  construction  indicated  that  the  well  did  not 
contain  potable  water. 


i.  Might  the  operate*  of  the  project  result  la  arty  Increaeed  coo  sumption  of  water?   Yaa   No 

Apprwdmate  con  sum  p<  Joe  _____  gallons  per  day.  LUudy  water  >ource<a)  

Explanation  and  Source? 


The  operation  of  a  roadway  does  not  require  the  use  of  water 


7.  Does  the  project  Involve  any  dredging, ?    Yaa  ______  No  

IfYtaJodkatfai 

Quantify  of  material  to  be  dr«de«d 
Quality  of  material  to  be  dredged 
Proposed  method  of  dradflnej 

Proposed  disposal  sites  

Ptopoeod  seaaon  of  year  tor  tfexiji-^ 

Exp)  an  all  or  and  Source 

No  construction  in  the  Alewife  Brook  or  Little  River  is  anticipated 


A-14 


P  8 


Air  Qualify 

I.  Might  tht  project  -flaw  the  air  quality  In  tht  project  area  or  tht  immediately  adjacent  area? 

automobile  emissions 


Describe  type  «nd  sourct  of  »ny  pollution  emittion  from  tht  project  site.. 


The  project  is  surrounded  by  major  heavily  travelled  roadways:  Route  2  and  Alewfe 
Brook  Parkway.  The  project  may  reduce  traffic  congestion  at  Alewlfe  Brook  Parkway 
and  Rindge  Avenue,  thereby  reducing  concentrations  of  carbon  monoxide. 


2.  Art  there  any  sensitive  receptors  (cg_  hospitals,  schools,  residential  uni)  which  would  be  affected  by  any 

pollution  emissions  caused  by  tht  project,  including  construction  dust?    V—  No  X 

Explanation  and  Sourct: 


The  nearest  residential  area  northeast  of  the  project  in  East  Arlington  is 
separated  from  the  project  by  Route  2. 


J.  WTfl  access  to  tht  pro  fad  ar«a  be  primarily  by  automobile?   V—  No  ' 

Describe  arty  special  provisions  now  planned  for  pedeatriaa  access,  carpoollaf.  butet  and  other  meat  transit. 

The  project  is  a  roadway  improvement  and  as  such  will  involve  travel  by 
automobile.    Buses  travelling  to  and  from  the  transit  station  will  also  use 
the  roadway.    Pedestrian  and  bicycle  connections  between  the  transit  station, 
East  Arlington  and  the  Arthur  D.  Little  area  will  also  be  considered  as  part 
of  the  project. 

H.  Noise 

I.  Might  tht  project  mult  in  tht  generation  of  noise?    Yea     X       No  _____ 

Explanation  and  Sourct? 

(Include  any  vo— ret  of  noUt  during,  canrt ruction  or  operation,  «.g..  «ngine  exhaust,  pile  driving,  traffic) 

No  pile  driving  is  anticipated.    The  structures  required  will  be  supported  by 
the  already  constructed  Red  Line  tunnel.    Construction  noise  should  be  limited 
to  heavy  equipment  operations.    Although  traffic  noise  will  emanate  from  the  road, 
it  is  negated  by  the  heavily  travelled  Route  2  and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway. 


2.  Art  there  any  sensitive  receptor*  (e.g_  hotpitait.  schoofe.  residential  areas)  which  would  be  affected  by  any 
r.oiae  cauaed  by  tht  project?    Yes  _____    No  ______ 

Explanation  and  Source; 

The  nearest  residential  area  northeast  of  the  project  in  East  Arlington  is 
separated  from  the  project  by  Route  2. 
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I.    Solid  Wuit 

1.  Might  the  pro>a«  gswarata  solid  waate?   Yea  No  x 

Explcnatlcn  and  Source 

(Estimate  types  and  approximate  amounts  of  wasta  material*  gen  era  ltd,  e.g..  industrial,  domestic  hospital, 
sewage  sludge,  construction  d curia  from  demolished  structures.) 

No  significant  demolition  is  required. 


J.  Aesthetics 

1.  Might  th«  project  cause  a  chant*  Ut  lh«  visual  character  of      project  ar«a  or  Its  environs? 
Yea     X  No  

Expianat  Ion  and  Source 

The  roadway  will  be  either  along  an  existing  transportation  corridor  (railroad) 
and/or  over  existing  parking  lot  and  roadway.    The  project  will  involve  con- 
struction of  a  surface  or  elevated  roadway. 


2.  Arc  thcTC  any  proposed  structure*  which  might  bo  considered  Incompatible  with  existing  adjacent  structures 
in  the  vicinity  in  term*  of  tiza.  physical*  proportion  and  scale,  or  significant  d  I  Serene  ea  in  land  uso? 
Yaa   No_L_ 

Explanation  and  Sow-car 

The  only  proposed  structures  are  either  a  low  level  bridge  across  the 
Alewife  Brook  or  an  elevated  trestle  with  the  highest  point  the  same  as 
the  existing  Route  2  bridge  over  the  Lexington  Branch  Railroad. 


3.  Might  (he  project  impair  visual  access  to  waterfront  or  other  scenic  areas?    Yrs   No  

Explanation  and  Source 

The  project  may  impair  views  of  the  Alewife  Brook  Reservation  from  the 
Concord  Turnpike  and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway. 


K.    Wind  and  Shadow 

y 

I.  Might  the  nrojrct  causa  wind  and  shadow  impnets  on  adjacent  properties?    Yrs__.._  No 
Explanation  and  Source: 
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ion. 

ICS 


consistency  wrm  present  punning 

DwCTlb€  tny  known  con/llcu  or  mcontmtnclea  -with  current  federal.  s:at«  and  local  lar.d  uae.  trsniportatu 
open  *pa<*.  rtcrtation  and  environmental  plana  and  policies.  Coniuit  with  local  or  regional  planning  authoru 

The  Transportation  Plan  for  the  Boston  Region  includes  highway  improvements  between 
Lake  Street  and  Fresh  Pond    Parkway  on  Route  2  to,  among  other  things,  serve  the 
Alewife  Station  and  parking  garage.    These  plans  are  being  developed     by  the  MPDW 
with  anticipated  construction  in  1987. 

The  federally  approved  MBTA  Red  Line  Project  scope  includes  roadway  improvements 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Alewife  Station  including  reconstruction  of  the  Rindge 

(continued  on  page  10a) 

FIHDI3ICS  AMD  CX1TITICATIOH 

A.   The  nocica  of  iacaatt  C*o   fila  chia   fori  has  baaa/vill  ba 
poblishad  4,a  eh«  folloviag  atvipaptrd) 

9/21/83 
V/lU&i  


(!!*■•> 


Arlington  Advocate 
Belmont  U  tizen 


(Data) 


Cambridge  Chronicle 


T77T7ST 


This  fora  has  baaa  circulacad  Co  all  agendas  and 
ptrsou  as  raqulrad  h^>  AppaadlrX  B. 


9/15/83 


Data 


cura  of  R«s p^raZlb la  < 
Projact  Prsjp-anaat 


V\-^Prancis  M,  Keville 


/ laaa (prlac  or  cypa) 
Addrass  MBTA  -  50  High  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110 


9/15/83 


Data 


-  Talaphoaa  Muabar 


722-3116 


Sljaacura  o  £/  <?  «  rsoo  prapar 
(if  dlffaraae   froa  abova) 

 Donald  J.  Kidston  

Haaa    (prlac  or  cypa) 

Addrass    MBTA  -  50  High  Street 
Boston,  MA  gTTTj 


Tslaphona  Muabar 
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Avenue  and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersections.    These  roadway  improvements  will 
provide  for  station  access  via  Alewife  Brook  Parkway. 

Alewife  Station  and  Garage  have  been  designed  and  are  being  constructed  to  accommo- 
date primary  access  via  direct  ramps  to  the  Concord  Turnpike  in  accordance  with 
the  most  recent  MDPW  plans. 

Although  the  station  can  function  without  benefit  of  the  direct  ramps,  it  is 
anticipated  that  there  will  be  considerable  traffic  congestion  in  the  station  area. 

The  provision  of  direct  access/egress  between  Alewife  Station  and  the  Concord 

Turnpike  (Route  2)  will  substantially  improve  station  operations  and  contribute 

to  reduced  traffic  congestion  at  the  Rindge  Avenue-Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection. 

The  proposed  temporary  ^adway  is  consistent  with  the  Transportation  Plan  for  the 
Boston  Region.    Design  of  the  short  term  access  improvements  will  be  closely 
coordinated  with  MDPW  to  assure  compatabi 1 i ty  with  their  Route  2  pYoject. 
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MICHAEL    S  DUKAKIS 
Go . cm  sen 

JAMES    S  MOYTE 

SCC*ETA»Y 


100  ^Qatn/- n't/ye  £/(rce( 


CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENV  I  ROWENTA L  AFFAIRS 

ON 

ENVIRONMENTAL  NOTIFICATION  FORM 


PROJECT  NAME: 


Alewife  Short-Term  RojJ-ay  Izprovenents 


PROJECT  LOCATION: 


Cambridge 


tOLA  NUMBER: 


»931 


PROJECT  PROPONENT 


September  23,  1983 


DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR: 


Pursuant  to  M.G.L.,  Chapter  30.  Section  62A  .!nd  St-ctions  10.04(1)  and  10.04(9) 
of  the  Regulations  Coveming  the  Implementation  of   the  .^ssachusetts  Environmental 
Policy  Act,   I  hereby  determine  that  the  above  referenced  project  does  require  the 
preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report. 

See  attached  scope. 


October  24,  1983 


Date 


jWies  s.  H0YTE,  < 


SECRETARY 
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SCuPL  FUR  TH£  tNV I  KU^.'LLhTAL  Ll^ACI  nt.?uRT   :         ciULA  If  4931 
/vLtwlKc  iLtJ'i'rt  sTrt'ilUN  SHOKX-iKiOl  KUL  fL  2  ROAu'*AYi> 


Tnis  project  is  different  and  separate  iron  the  Long-Range  Route  2 
ranps  ana  Flyunder  proposal  which  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Department 
or  rubiic  works.  The  Short-Term  HBTa  ranps  are  intended  to  provide  short- 
ens relief  ror  traffic  congestion  in  tne  vicinity  of  the  .'LbTA  station. 

Tnis  project  is  one  of  several  in  tne  alewife  vicinity,  and  builds 
on  tne  analysis  provided  in  previous  LIRs.     In  particular,  the  recent  Final 
tiK  tor  the  Alewife  Triangle  (spaulding  and  Slye  project)  is  very  relevant, 
oecause  tne  scope  called  for  consideration  of  impacts  and  access 
alternatives  for  tne  near  term  coodition,  prior  to  the  coopletion  of  the 
nass  UPU  major  roadways  project.  .  . 

While  the  L.nF  was  under  review,  cne  MBi'A  notified  this  office  of 
three  items  in  its  construction  scheaule  for  the  Ked  Line  Garage: 
(i)  kindge  Avenue/ Alewife  intersection  reconstruction,   (ii)  modified  access 
to  the  garage  from  xtindge  Avenue  extension,  and  (iii)  filling  in  the 
Alewife  bridge  over  the  freight  cut-off.     Items  (i)  and  (ii)  have  been 
carefully  considered  and  determined  not  to  significantly  increase  the 
environmental  consequences  of  the  Red  Line  project  EOEA-  C20S2,   and  may 
proceea  without  further  environmental  review  by  this  office. 

Item  (iii)  is  a  different  matter.     The  filling  in  of  the  overpass 
is  a  significant  project  cnange.     It  restricts  tne  range  of  potential 
access  options,  leads  to  widening  of  a  portion  of  Alewife  rirook.  Parkway, 
and  may  have  ramifications  for  the  long-term  modifications  under  study  by 
Hi)Pw,  r.UiA  4539. 

Aosent  other  information,   I  would  be  disinclined  to  let  the 
filling  in  of  the  overpass  proceed  at  this  time.     However,  based  upon  con- 
sultation and  staff  inspections,  I  am  satisfied  that  an  emergency  situation 
exists.     The  bridge  has  a  truck  limitation  on  it  now.     It  is  inspected 
weexly  by  HOC.     It  is  structurally  deficient,  and  may  be  dangerous.  The 
fuSl'A  can  proceed  forthwith  to  stabilize  the  structure,  in  the  cheapest  way 
possible.     Modification  of  the  plan,   to  permit  retention  of  the  underpass, 
would  delay  stabilization  by  months.     I  am  not  willing  to  assume  that  risk. 

Therefore,  pursuant  to  301  CHK  10.09  I  find  that  conditions  exist 
warranting  the  immediate  commencement  of  the  project  to  fill  in  the  under- 
pass.    However,  that  action  shall  be  fully  described  in  the  £IR  scoped 
today.     Snould  it  entail  placing  of  any  till  in  the  100-year  floodplain, 
compensatory  storage  must  be  identified.     As  set  forth  below,  at  least 
one  interim  access  alternative  which  does  not  cross  fIDC  parkland  muse 
be  evaluated  ir  the  LIR.     If  that  alternative  entails  a  freight  cut-off 
route,   tbe  added  cost  of  the  reopening  of  the  underpass  should  not 
weigh  in  the  balance  against  the  selection  of  that  alternative. 
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Finally,   1  matte  this  dete  riu  r.  at  ion  upon  assurances  f  roo  the  MbTA  chat 
tne  riaancing  or  the  three  interim  icecs  willnot  deplete  funds  allo- 
cated tor  landscaping,   pedestrian  and  bicycle  amenities.     1  understand 
tnat  sufficient  funds  reuain  such  chat   these  functions  plus  restora- 
tion of  tne  disturoed  par<lanc,  can  all  occur. 

ALTtiO,  AT  IVES 

Tne  following  alternatives  should  be  studied: 
1.  The  Existing  or  No-tJuild  condition 

I.  An  at-grade  5-snaped  roadway  connection  between  the 
MBTA  garage  and  the  Arthur  D.   Little  Access  road  to 
Koute  2. 

J.  A  straight  ramp  structure  f ron  the  MBTA  garage  connecting 

to  tne  existing  Route  l  bridge  over  the  old  Lexington/ 

iJedtord  brancn  railroad. 
4.  A  fourth  alternative,   to  be  developed,   which  does  not 

impact  parkland  and  avoids  signalized  access  onto 

Route  2. 

The  no-build  condition  should  be  studied  in  light  of  prior 
M-rt'i'A  conclusions  that  existing  access  would  suffice.     At  what  point 
aoes  ^or  did)  this  assumption  oecome  obsolete?     Is  phased  opening  of 
the  garage,  with  careful  monitoring  of  traffic  conditions,  a  reasonable 
planning  strategy? 

Alternatives  2  and  3,   presented  in  the  ENF  involve  crossings 
or  Little  River,     eitner  physical  or  visual  impacts  on  wetlands,  and  a 
signal ized  stop-lignt  on  Route  2.     If  safety  or  environmental  concerns 
are  raised  about  these  alternatives,  no  alternative  except  the 
No-duild    was  presented.     The  . LaTA ,  In  seeking  to  resolve  a 
deteriorating  bridge  problem  and  allow  bus  access  to  the  new  Alewife 
station,  may  also  be  cutting  out  a  major  option  for  short-term  accesi 
improvements . 

Furthermore,  if  there  are  delays  in  the  long-term  Route  2 
improvements  planned  by  the  i-iass.  UPw  ,  any  "short-term"  improvements  nay  be 
required  to  last  for  a  decade  or  more.     If  there  are  no  practical 
short-term  alternatives  and  a  delayed  long-term  project,   the  "No-3uild" 
condition  will  prevail  for  many  years  in  the  future. 

Therefore,   the  MBTA  should  also  develop  a  fourth  alternative 
which  does  not  involve  a  crossing  of  Alewife  Brook,  or  Yates  Pond,  impacts 
no  MLDC  land,   and  avoids  signalized  access  on  Route  2.  One  option  in  this 
case  is  to  provide  two  new  lanes  of  travel  underneath  Alewife  Brook 
Parkway  utilizing  large  twin  galvanized  culvert  pipes  sufficient  to  pro- 
vide 15-ft.  clearance.     Construction  staging  issues,   including  traffic, 
cost  and  the  use  of   dailey  oridges,  should  be  included.   Traffic  would 
enter  the  Parkway  near  Uhicteuore  Avenue  at  a  signalized  intersection. 
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IMPACT  3  r'KUM  CUNSTmjCTION 

'fne  LIK  should  consider  the  effects  of  each  alternative  on 
wetlands,  tlooding  and  traffic  detours. 

1.   wti'LAiiub  AiiU  t'LUublUG 

The  area  of  MuC  parkland  disturbed  by  the  MBTA  construction  has 
been  greater  tnan  many  ooservers  expected.  The  effects  of  sill  alternatives 
on  permanently  altering  or  temporarily  delaying  restoration  of  wetlands 
should  be  described,     ^litigation  proposals  should  be  described,  including 
replacement  of  all  lost  wetlands  functions.     Tne  high  water  areas  for  the 
rxood  of  record  (1*55)   snould  be  mapped  from  Little  Pond  to  Mass.  Avenue, 
using  availaoie  data.  Similarly,  estimated  100-year  rlood  levels  should 
oe  mapped  for  current  conditions  given  the  changed  runoff  and  Mystic 
Mver  cnannel/punping  situation.     Wherever  incomplete  or  conflicting  data 
is  found,   it  should  be  clearly  presented  and  explained.     The  amount  and 
effect  of  filling  or  excavation  for  any  of  the  build  alternatives  should 
be  estimated,   including  the  filling  under  the  freight  cut-off  bridge. 
The  effectiveness  of  mitigation  should  be  assessed. 

I.   TKAlir'lC  DcTuUtei  uti  DKLaYS 

Eacn  alternative  should  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  any  construction 
staging  and  effects  on  eitner  Route  2  or  Alewife  Brook  Partway  traffic. 
Allowance  should  be  made  for  any  construction  equipment  which  would  be 
required  to  wort  in  the  road  or  on  a  bridge. 

3.  mdc  PaKjclamjs 

T&e  impacts  on  MDC  Parklands  should  be  carefully  studied,  because 
of  tne  vulnerability  of  these  MDC  lands  to  constant  encroachment  by 
development  and  transportation  construction.     The  Little  River  MDC  lands 
are  a  remarkable  wild  resource  in  such  a  developed  metropolitan  area,  and 
the  continued  incremental  losses  should  not  be  allowed  as  a  general  policy 
objective.  Any  encroachment  by  transportation  or  development  is  allowable 
only  if  there  is  a  major  and  substantial  effort  to  avoid  or  reduce  parkland 
impacts  and  also  if  tnere  park-land  additions  or  restorations  which  are 
signiricant  and  oeyond  the  ability  of  the  MDC  to  achieve  without  takings. 

The  visual  effect  of  the  roadways  should  be  shown  in  either  an 
artist's  sxetch  or  a  photographic  overlay.     Commitments  to  landscaping 
snould  be  indicated. 

TRa>"KIC  OPERATIONS 

The  ability  of  the  various  alternative  to  handle  traffic 
congestion  as  well  as  to  affect  alternate-route  local  street  travel  should 
be  evaluated,   especially  as  they  affect  local  streets  in  Arlington,  Belmont 
and  Laaoridge. 
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For  convenience,  the  traffic  volunes  utilized  should  be  based  on 
che  1*87  Phase  II  riuild  traffic  volunes  indicated  in  fig.  VHI-A-1  and  2  or 
cne  Final  ur  for  CauDr idgepar*  <,EOlA  vUbll)  prepared  for  Spaulding  and 
Slye. 

Volune/ capacity  ratios  should  be  calculated  for  Kindle  Avenue, 
Koute  2  Rotary,  and  any  new  intersections  created  for  the  alternatives, 
because  tnere  is  tne  possibility  of  dual-access  routes  for  the  ouild 
alternatives  (sucn  as  using  the  new  access  roads  for  access  to  Alewife 
orooit.  Parkway  Sorth  rather  than  the  Kindle  Avenue  bottleneck),   flows  should 
be  adjusted  to  reflect  reasonably  balanced  and  realistic  traffic 
conditions.     A  suanary  table  snould  be  prepared  snowing  che  Voluae/Capacity 
ratios  for  tnose  noted  above  and  also  including  (froa  EIk  tne 
Concord  Avenue/ Alewife  Kotary,  the  Massachusetts  Avenue/Alewif e  3rook 
Parkway  incerseccion,   and  La*.e  Street  at  Kouce  2. 


R£LaTIun  TO  uTd£K  PRuJECTS 

A  separace  section  should  indicate  how  chis  short-tera  roadway 
project  sponsorea  by  the  flBTA  related  to  other  transportation  projects  in 
the  area,  including  tne  Route  2  >tass  DPV  long-range  project  and  the 
Lexington/nedf ord  branch  railroad  track  replaceoent  project. 


Preferably,  the  ELR  snould  be  in  one  volune,  wich  appendices 
inducing  the  Eli'F  and  the  Scope,  as  well  as  any  technical  calculations. 
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CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS'. 


ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


PROJECT  NAME 
PROJECT  LOCATION 
EOEA  NUMBER 
PROJECT  PROPONENT 
DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR 


Alevife  Station  Interim  Access 
Arlington  and  Cambridge 
4931 

M.B.T.A.  and  E.O.T.C. 
April  9,  1984 


The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  herein  issues  a  statement  that 
the  DRAFT  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  .this  project  does  adequately  and 
properly  comply  with  Massachusetts  General  Laws,  Chapter  30,  Section  62-62H 
inclusive,  and  the  regulations  implementing  MEPA. 

The  statement  which  follows  highlights  a  number  of  problems  with  the 
analysis  and  conclusions  in  the  Draft  EIR.  The  capacities  calculated  for  the 
various  alternatives,  as  well  as  the  No-Build,  require  significant  revision. 
Modification  of  Alternative  3A  could  significantly  improve  the  AM  capacity  of 
that  alternative,  yielding  benefits  comparable  to  Alternative  4  with  less 
impact  on  the  Little  River.  Non-structural  alternatives  must  be  taken 
seriously  and  incorporated  into  any  Interim  Access  plan.  Safety  of  the  various 
alternatives,  including  existing  conditions,  requires  a  far  more  thorough 
analysis.  Pedestrian  access  and  wetlands  mitigation  deserves  more  detailed 
attention.  Ultimately,  projected  traffic  growth  outstrips  the  capacity  of  any 
interim  improvements.  Without  a  state  and  local  effort  to  manage  growth, 
traffic  crush  conditions  will  become  a  de  facto  growth  constraint,  to  the 
detriment  of  all.  All  of  these  issues,  and  the  appended  comments,  should  be 
thoroughly  dealt  with  in  the  Final  EIR,  so  that  a  sound  selection  among 
alternatives  may  be  made. 
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BACKGROUND 

The  original  1976  Red  Line  EIR  indicated  that  new  ramps  were  not 
required  for  the  MBTA  station  and  garage  to  function  on  its  initial  opening.  On 
page  25  of  the  Interim  Access  EIR,  this  view  is  reinforced  by  the  statement 
that  the  reconstruction  of  the  Rindge  Ave./Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection 
would  be  "adequate  for  the  station  and  garage  alone"  until  the  Mass  DPW 
completes  its  long-term  roadway  project.  However,  traffic  generation  data  in 
the  Interim  Access  EIR  indicates  that  1985  MBTA  traffic  alone  would  be 
sufficient  to  cause  AM  peak  hour  capacity  to  be  exceeded  by  20%  at  Rindge  Ave., 
with  no  development  growth.  The  FEIR  should  explain  and  present  calculations 
indicating  whether  or  not  interim  access  improvements  are  warranted  for  MBTA 
operations  alone. 

The  primary  intent  of  the  interim  access  project  is  to  provide  improved 
access  to  the  MBTA  Alewife  garage  when  the  new  Red  Line  station  and  garage  are 
opened  in  1985.  The  secondary  purpose  is  to  handle  some  of  the  new  development 
traffic  which  has  been  stimulated  by  MBTA  and  related  projects  in  the  area. 
The  plans  are  to  improve  the  handling  of  interim  period  traffic  during  the 
period  1985  to  1990  and  possibly  beyond,  with  the  chance  that  in  the  early 
1990s  there  will  be  more  extensive  "long-term"  road  modifications  implemented 
by  the  Mass.  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration. 

The  original  ENF  for  the  Interim  Access  presented  two  alternatives,  now 
numbered  #1  and  #2  in  the  Draft  EIR.  In  response  to  the  requirement  of  the 
scope  and  to  suggestions  from  the  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee, 
the  number  of  alternatives  was  increased  by  two.  Alternative  3  and  3A  both 
utilized  the  old  haul  road  as  an  underpass  of  the  Parkway.  Alternatives  3A  and 
A  shared  a  new  signalized  intersection  design  at  the  Route  2  rotary,  but 
Alternative  A  had  an  additional  inbound  ramp  entering  the  garage  from  Route  2. 
Thus  Alternative  A  was  a  combination  of  several  features  of  alternative  1,2  and 
3A. 

The  ramps  for  Alternatives  #1  and  #2  were  originally  planned  to  be 
reversible,  but  the  Committee  and  EOTC  agreed  that  such  operations  were  unwise 
or  infeasible  from  a  safety  viewpoint.  Both  alternatives  were  modified  to  be 
one-lane  each  way  at  all  times.  Alternatives  3  &  3A  have  not  been  similarly 
modified,  and  still  function  primarily  to  serve  traffic  leaving  the  garage  area 
in  the  afternoon. 

Because  the  primary  intent  of  the  project  is  to  deal  with  traffic 
congestion  and  because  there  are  numerous  business  and  neighborhood  concerns 
regarding  the  traffic  impacts  of  new  roads  and  development  in  the  ALewife  area, 
the  first  requirement  of  the  EIR  and  the  review  process  must  be  to  establish 
with  reasonable  accuracy  the  likely  traffic  consequences  of  taking  or  not 
taking  various  actions  in  the  Alewife  area.  These  actions  will  have 
implications  for  parklands,  wetlands  and  flooding,  and  for  safety  as  well. 
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TRAFFIC  GROWTH 


Generally,  the  Draft  EIR  does  a  satisfactory  job  of  estimating  traffic 
growth  from  both  the  MBTA  activities  and  the  Alewife  area  development  expected 
for  1987.  The  effect  of  the  MBTA  station  is  to  generate  5200  daily  trips,  with 
40%  of  these  being  existing  traffic  which  is  "intercepted"  and  removed  from 
routes  such  as  Fresh  Pond  Parkway.  Thus  the  MBTA  station  will  bring  into  the 
area  3,120  new  daily  trips,  while  by  1987  new  development  will  generate  11,100 
trips.  For  comparison,  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  now  carries  about  50,000  cars 
daily.  The  MBTA  trips  tend  to  be  concentrated  more  in  the  peak  hour  and  to  be 
oriented  towards  Route  2.  How  does  the  peak  hour  traffic  generation  from  the 
MBTA  station  compare  to  peak  hour  development  traffic? 

New  development  and  resulting  traffic  growth  are  major  issues  at 
Alewife.  Although  the  Mugar  development  in  Arlington  has  fulfilled  its  MEPA 
requirements,  the  Interim  Access  EIR  does  not  include  any  allowance  for  Mugar 
by  1987.  Overall,  the  EIR  analysis  assumes  over  1  million  s.f.  of  new  office 
development  plus  150  hotel  rooms  by  1987,  but  an  important  assumption  is  that 
there  is  no  increase  in  background  traffic  through  Alewife  —  despite 
considerable  new  development  in  other  areas  of  Cambridge  and  Boston. 

The  EIR  does  not  attempt  to  assess  impacts  beyond  1987.  However,  it 
is  realistic  to  assume  that  interim  access  may  be  required  to  function  into  the 
1988-1990  period  as  well,  and  possibly  beyond.  Ultimate  development  in  the 
area  has  been  projected  by  the  City  of  Cambridge  as  an  additional  2.75  million 
s.f.  over  20  years,  including  600  hotel  rooms.  The  original  City  of  Cambridge 
1979  publicity  release,  "Alewife  Revitalization —  Urban  Design  Study  Phase  II" 
(commonly  referred  to  as  the  "Fish  Book")  projected  an  additional  48,000 
vehicle  trips  from  the  new  development  and  18,000  new  permanent  jobs,  which 
corresponds  to    a    total    increase    of    4.3    million    s.f.  Thus  Cambridge 

projections  indicate  that  ultimate  development  would  be  four  times  the 
development  utilized  in  the  Interim  Access  EIR.  Stated  another  way,  the  1987 
development  growth  represents  only  1/4  of  the  ultimate  growth  projected  by 
Cambridge.  These  development  traffic  issues  are  critical  in  terms  of 
understanding  the  effectiveness  of  the  interim  road  proposals  and  the  ability 
of  the  street  and  parkway  systems  to  handle  additional  traffic. 

The  trip  generation  appears  reasonable.  However,  what  were  the  modal 
split  assumptions  utilized  for  various  developments?  What  is  the  capability 
for  the  Red  Line  in  the  short  term  (1985-1987)  to  handle  additional  passengers? 
What  figures  were  used  for  existing  and  future  auto-occupancy  rates? 

TRAFFIC  ANALYSIS 

Generally,  the  EIR  provides  an  adequate  analysis  of  signalized 
intersections.  The  discussion  of  the  alternative  analyses  "with  triangle"  and 
"without  triangle"  is  initially  quite  confusing.  The  intent  is  to  assess  the 
ramps  (1)  without  any  "Alewife  Triangle"  development  traffic  on  the  ramps, 
leaving  only  traffic  to  and  from  the  MBTA  station,  and  (2)  with  Triangle 
development  and  MBTA  station  traffic  both  on  the  new  ramps.  Banning 
development  traffic  from  the  ramps  would  be  difficult  to  implement,  so  the 
Final  EIR  should  emphasize  the  situation  with  combined  traffic  on  the  ramps  — 
to  clarify  matters. 
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The  primary  limitation  in  the  DEIR  traffic  analysis  is  the  failure  to 
deal  with  the  effects  of  turn  blockage,  treatment  of  two-lane  left  turns,  and 
the  handling  of  rotaries.  The  latter  problem  is  most  severe,  because  the  EIR 
suggests  that  present-day  traffic  volumes  exceed  capacity  by  factors  of  3  to  4 
at  the  Alewife  rotaries,  which  clearly  is  not  the  real-world  case.  Generally, 
traffic  now  moves  remarkably  well  through  the  rotaries  and  they  are  not  the 
traffic  flow  bottleneck  —  the  Rindge  Ave.  signal  is  the  present  bottleneck  for 
both  morning  and  afternoon  periods.  The  Final  EIR  must  substantially  revamp 
the  analysis  of  rotary  .capacity  to  show  proper  calibration  and  thus  become  more 
realistic  and  useful  as  a  prediction  method  at  Alewife.  Two  recent  EIRs 
(#4849,  Methuen  and  #  4854  Middleborough)  contain  useful  calibrated  methodology 
to  assess  rotaries.  However,  at  Alewife  the  heavy  traffic  volumes  result  in 
the  traffic  moving  in  groups  through  the  weaving  sections,  so  that  an 
acceptable  simulation  treats  the  weaving  as  a  signalized  intersection,  with  the 
possibility  that  merging  on  leaving  the  rotary  may  also  be  the  prime 
constraint.  These  methods  applied  to  the  Alewife  rotaries  show  them  to  be 
about  90%  of  ultimate  capacity,  which  is  verified  by  observation. 

(An  appendix  of  traffic  calculations,  appended  to  this  statement, 
substantiates  my  conclusions  as  to  traffic  conditions.  The  Appendix  should  be 
reviewed  during  the  revision  of  traffic  capacity  calculations.) 

The  effect  of  turn  blockage  was  identified  during  Advisory  Committee 
discussions  in  response  to  the  observation  by  Richard  Sheridan  that  traffic 
volumes  at  Rindge  Avenue  exceeded  capacity  by  25  %  for  all  alternatives  in  the 
1987  AM  peak,  including  the  No  Build.  Such  results  implied  that  any  of  the 
Build  alternatives  do  not  improve  bottleneck  capacity  and  thus  are  quite 
difficult  to  justify.  These  same  results  are  carried  through  into  the  Draft 
EIR,  and  the  same  questions  apply.  Considerations  of  turn  blockage  should  have 
been  included  in  the  calculations  (and  must  be  included  in  the  Final  EIR),  and 
this  factor  will  indicate  that  excess  volumes  can  be  reduced  from  38%  for  the 
No-Build  case  to  6%  for  Alternative  #4.  In  other  words,  alternative  #4  does  a 
better  job  of  handling  traffic  at  the  Rindge  Avenue  bottleneck  than  is 
indicated  by  the  Draft  EIR,  and  allows  for  a  capacity  improvement  of  about  1/3. 

The  EIR  also  includes  some  questionable  handling  of  signal  phasing  and 
turning  movements,  but  overall,  the  intersection  calculations  are  credible  and 
useful  for  a  Draft  EIR. 

One  significant  exception  is  the'  afternoon  peak  hour  performance  of  the 
new  signalized  intersection  replacing  the  Route  2  rotary.  MBTA  officials  are 
aware  of  problems  of  the  design  as  shown  in  the  DEIR,  which  currently  has  a 
pair  of  two-lane  movements  immediately  merging  into  a  2-lane  section  during  the 
same  signal  phase.  Traffic  demand  does  not  match  capacity,  as  the  DEIR  claims, 
but  rather  may  exceed  capacity  by  40%.  The  congestion  and  safety  implications 
of  this  sudden  merging  are  evident,  and  the  consultants  are  not  considering 
merging  2+1  lanes  into  either  two  or  three  lanes.  Such  issues  have  critical 
capacity  and  safety  implications,  and  the  new  intersection  (Alternative  4 
Modified)  must  be  carefully  assessed  in  the  Final  EIR  for  engineering  feasi- 
bility.   The  Mass.  DPW  should  be  specifically  contacted  for  their  comments. 


A-32 


The  queuing  analysis  summarized  in  Table  II— 1  appears  of  limited 
utility.  Why  are  the  afternoon  queue  lengths  the  same  for  all  build 
alternatives  at  Rindge  and  Alewife,  even  though  the  V/C  ratios  are  quite 
different?  How  was  a  queue  length  of  64  vehicles  estimated  for  the  No-Build 
case,  when  the  V/C  ratio  is  1.46? 

How  were  the  diversions  derived?  The  similarity  of  traffic  volumes  for 
the  AM  and  PM  periods  suggests  that  these  diversions  were  determined 
independently  of  the  alternatives  and  their  intersection  capacity  problems. 


OVERALL  TRAFFIC  ASSESSMENT 


Some  DEIR  conclusions  warrant  adjustment.  The  EIR  implies  that  the 
Build  alternatives  are  all  similar  and  no  better  than  the  No  Build  in  the 
morning  peak  at  Rindge  Avenue  Extension.  It  also  suggests  that  the  rotaries 
are  now  and  will  always  be  severe  bottlenecks  at  all  weaves  on  all  rotaries. 

At  the  Rindge  Avenue  bottleneck,  the  Build  Alternatives  significantly 
improve  operations  for  both  morning  and  afternoon  conditions,  and  the  rotaries 
operate  much  more  efficiently  than  claimed.  However,  the  new  signalized 
intersection  at  the  Route  2  rotary  is  likely  to  operate  much  worse  than  the 
DEIR  indicates,  both  in  terms  of  capacity  and  safety.  It  will  probably 
constitute  the  new  bottleneck  for  both  morning  and  afternoon  peaks.  Existing 
congestion  would  be  worsened  unless  at  least  10  %  of  the  entering  traffic 
diverted  to  other  times  or  routes  (300-500  cars).  The  diversion  would  have  to 
be  as  high  as  30%  with  the  currently  proposed  intersection  design. 

IN  SUMMARY,  review  and  recalculation  of  the  Interim  Access  EIR  analysis 
for  the  No  Build  alternative  and  for  existing  Alternative  #4  results  in  the 
following  priority  ranking  of  bottlenecks.  For  1987  cases  where  traffic  demand 
exceeds  capacity  (100%  or  more),  severe 
likely  : 

NO-BUILD  ROAD  ALTERNATIVE 


congestion  and  traffic  diversions  are 
ALTERNATIVE  #4 


1987  MORNING  PEAK  : 


(1)  Rindge  Ave.  Ext/Parkway    138  %  (1) 

(2)  Mass.  Ave.  +  Parkway         120  %  (2) 

(3)  Route  2  Rotary  106  %  (3) 

(4)  Whittemore  +  Parkway  97  %  (4) 

  (5)  Brighton  and  Cross  St. 

  (6)  Concord  Ave.  Rotary 

  (7)  Rindge  Ave.  +  Parkway 

1987  AFTERNOON  PEAK 


Mass.  Ave.  +  Parkway  120  % 
Rt.  2  Rotary  Signal  109  % 
Rindge  Ave.  Ext.  106  % 

Whittemore  Ave.  97  % 

89  %   

83  %   

81  %   


(1) 

Rindge  Ave.  Ext/Parkway 

166 

% 

(1) 

Rt.  2  Rotary  Signal 

137  % 

(2) 

Mass.  Ave.  +  Parkway 

124 

% 

(2) 

Mass.  Ave.  +  Parkway 

124  % 

(3) 

Route  2  Rotary 

115 

% 

(3) 

Lake  St.  EBound  Ramps 

99  % 

(4) 

Lake  St.  Eastbound  ramps 

99 

% 

(4) 

Rindge  Ave.  Ext. 

96  % 

(5) 

Brighton  and  Cross  St. 

95 

% 

(5) 

Brighton  and  Cross  St. 

95  % 

(6)  Whittemore  +  Parkway  92  % 

(7)  Lake  St.  Westbound  Ramps      87  % 


A-33 


-  6 


These  results  show  clearly  that  despite  the  best  efforts  of  the 
transportation  engineers  and  the  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee,  the 
intensity  of  local  traffic  growth  overwhelms  these  efforts,  and  indicates  that 
development  schedules  and  intensity  are  out  of  balance  with  the  ability  of 
transportation  systems  to  respond  with  the  methods  suggested  to  date. 

IMPROVING  THE  CONSTRUCTION  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative  4  needs  considerable  attention  to  the  intersection  design 
and  the  merging  of  outbound  traffic.  Ultimately,  there  may  be  a  requirement  to 
have  three  lanes  leaving  the  rotary  area  and  heading  outbound  on  Route  2.  This 
action  may  required  slight  widening  and  use  of  the  existing  Route  2  breakdown 
lane  as  a  travel  lane. 

While  Alternatives  3  and  3A  do  comply  with  the  scoping  requirement 
that  at  least  one  alternative  avoid  crossing  Little  River/Alewif e  Brook,  the 
improvements  are  primarily  one-way  (outbound  from  the  station)  and  do  not  deal 
with  the  morning  peak  flow  into  the  station.  This  situation  could  be  improved 
by  extending  the  right  turn  lane  on  the  Parkway  into  Rindge  Avenue  Ext.  from 
its  current  match  with  the  existing  40-ft.  parkway  near  the  old  Freight  Cut-off 
Bridge  —  to  the  Route  2  rotary.  Thus  a  continuous  right  turn  lane  would  be 
available  from  the  rotary  to  the  MBTA  Station,  and  there  would  be  no  turn 
blockage  effect  at  Rindge  Avenue.  The  traffic  results  appear  to  be  equal  or 
better  than  Alternative  4,  with  lesser  impacts  on  the  Little  River  area.  The 
Final  EIR  should  explore  the  benefits  of  this  approach. 

CONSIDERATION  OF  NON-STRUCTURAL  ALTERNATIVES 

The  Mystic  River  Watershed  Association  has  urged  that  non-structural 
methods  be  employed  to  handle  traffic  in  the  Alewife  area.  A  preliminary 
analysis  was  prepared  for  the  Final  EIR  on  the  Cambridgepark  Project  (Spaulding 
and  Slye,  EOEA  #4512)  to  show  the  effects  of  increased  carpooling  and  transit 
ridership.  Unfortunately,  the  analysis  was  complex  and  unclear,  and  at  the 
time  the  results  did  not  appear  readily  useful.  Neither  was  there  evident 
enthusiasm  from  the  various  public  and  private  parties  who  would  be  essential 
for  successful  implementation  of  any  traffic  management  techniques. 

In  the  interim,  there  has  been  a  generally  successful  program  of 
providing  alternate  travel  options  as  part  of  the  Southeast  Expressway 
reconstruction,  and  the  evidence  is  preponderant  now  that  development  intensity 
in  the  Alewife  area  will  overwhelm  transportation  systems,  with  and  without 
improvements.  Traffic  management  is  no  longer  a  luxury  or  even  an  option  :  for 
Alewife,  it  must  be  seen  as  a  necessity.  The  initiative  of  the  Mystic  River 
Watershed  Association  has  been  responded  to  in  Appendix  G  of  the  Draft  EIR, 
with  the  overall  conclusion  that  there  is  no  pressing  need  to  pursue  the 
special  initiatives  outlined  by  MRWA.  However,  traffic  management  options 
provide  the  only  options  (short  of  development  controls)  which  will 
significantly  help  the  transportation  system  at  Alewife  to  function.  In 
consideration  of  traffic  problems  at  Alewife,  this  approach  should  be 
reconsidered  and  the  MBTA/EOTC  should  prepare  a  monograph  to  revise  their 
thinking  and  approach  to  reducing  vehicle  trip  generation  in  the  Alewife  area 
during  peak  periods.  This  monograph  should  precede  circulation  of  the  Final 
EIR  and  should  be  discussed  with  the  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee. 


A-34 


«    7  » 


FINAL  ADJUSTMENT  OF  TRAFFIC  ANALYSIS 

All  1987  alternatives  show  that  the  Mass.  Ave./Alewife  Brook  Parkway 
will  be  overloaded  by  approximately  20%  in  the  morning  and  afternoon. 
Depending  on  the  alternative,  other  intersections  will  also  be  severly 
overloaded.  The  real-world  result  is  that  trips  will  be  diverted  until  there 
is  some  "tolerable"  level  of  delay  or  queue.  These  diversions  will  take  the 
form  of  travel  at  other  times,  by  other  routes,  ridesharing,  transit  or  simply 
not  making  the  trip    at    all.  Only    when    this    form    of  analysis  has  been 

logically  applied  will  there  be  a  reasonable  chance  of  predicting  traffic 
impacts  on  the  access  to  the  MBTA  station  and  on  local  streets  in  Belmont, 
Arlington  and  Cambridge. 

If  a  preferred  alternative  is  selected  prior  to  the  Final  EIR,  this 
alternative  should  be  analysed  for  the  likely  trip  diversions  which  would  be 
necessary  for  all  intersections  to  function.  Demand  should  be  reduced  and 
redistributed  until  demand,  volumes  and  capacity  are  equal  at  the  worst 
bottlenecks.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  development  assumptions  for 
1987  should  be  kept  constant. 

The  intersection  of  Brighton  and  Cross  Streets  in  Belmont  appears  to  be 
the  major  controlling  flow  bottleneck  for  the  Brighton-Blanchard  detour  route 
around  Alewife.  How  much  more  traffic  can  this  route  take  before  intersection 
congestion  is  the  primary  control?  Does  the  EIR  analysis  allow  for  the 
pedestrian  signal  phase  at  this  signal?  How  does  the  analysis  of  the  Concord 
Avenue/Blanchard  Road  intersection  compare  with  observations  of  current  peak 
hour  traffic,  with  the  existing  traffic  signal  timing? 

Finally,  the  Mass  DPW  should  be  contacted  for  data  on  historical 
traffic  growth  on  Route  2.  The  Department  maintains  a  permanent  counter 
station  on  Route  2  near  Lake  Street,  and  the  historical  trends  of  traffic 
growth  from  1950-1984  should  be  provided  as  background  information  on  Alewife 
growth. 

WETLANDS  AND  FLOODING 

Table  II-l  shows  identical  wetlands  impacts  (3200  s.f.)  for  both 
ALternatives  3A  and  4,  although  the  latter  involves  considerably  more 
construction.    This  issue  should  be  resolved  in  the  Final  EIR. 

The  floodplain  map  on  page  V-B  does  not  show  the  full  extent  of 
100-year  flooding.  The  Final  EIR  should  also  include  a  Figure  V-G  showing  the 
100-year  elevation  for  the  triangle  and  MBTA  station  area.  Information  from 
the  ADL  Draft  EIR  (EOEA  #4957)  should  be  utilized,  along  with  suitable  mapping 
to  show  the  flood  plain  area  and  representative  flood  water  depths  at  proposed 
ramp  locations.  Note  that  the  ADL  EIR  estimated  the  1955  flood  of  record  to  be 
a  30-year  event,  rather  than  a  100-year  storm,  with  flood  elevations  of  6.9 
USGS.  However,  the  Interim  Access  EIR  indicates  the  1955  flood  elevations  were 
7.4  on  the  USGS  datura.    The  Final  EIR  should  resolve  these  discrepancies. 
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Where  will  the  204,000  to  223,000  c.f  of  compensatory  storage  be 
achieved?  What  areas  of  compensatory  storage  hae  already  been  claimed  for  the 
construction  of  the  MBTA  station  and  garage?  Plans  for  such  storage  must  be 
provided  as  part  of  the  Final  EIR. 

PARKLAND  IMPACTS 

The  Little  River  area  is  virtually  the  only  area  remaining  of  a  vast 
expanse  of  freshwater  wetlands  which  centuries  ago  extended  from  Fresh  Pond  to 
Spy  Pond.  Filling  and  alteration  have  occurred  for  decades,  with  the 
additional  creation  of  clay  pit  ponds.  Little  River  was  relocated  once  (it 
used  to  pass  through  agricultural  land  which  is  currently  Acorn  Park). 
Nevertheless,  the  area  remains  a  vital  resource  of  urban  wilds,  with  the 
potential  for  nature  walks,  canoeing  and  other  passive  recreation  activities 
unique  among  parkland  areas  in  the  Boston  area.  While  agencies  such  as  Coastal 
Zone  Management  have  been  created  to  protect  coastal  marshes  and  environmental 
resources,  there  is  little  comparable  state  or  Federal  effort  to  protect  inland 
urban  wilderness  areas,  of  which  Alewife  may  be  one  of  the  last  in  the  Boston 
area. 

The  assessment  of  parklands  mitigation  on  page  97  is  notably 
inadequate.  Any  permanent  incursion  by  development  or  public  construction  on 
the  Alewife  parklands  must  be  taken  seriously.  The  construction  of  the  MBTA 
tunnel  has  resulted  in  temporary  construction  disruption,  but  the  expectation 
is  that  final  grading  will  restore  the  Little  River/Alewif e  crossing  area  to 
approximately  its  previous  condition.  Flood  compensation  has  also  been 
provided  for.  The  roadway  ramps  represent  a  major  and  permanent  use  of  MDC 
parkland,  and  there  should  be  efforts  to  mitigate  such  impacts  through  the 
provision  of  at  least  equal  area  and  quality  of  wetlands/parklands  to  be 
returned  to  the  MDC  to  stabilize  or  increase  the  Alewife  Reservation.  For 
example,  the  deadended  sections  of  the  Freight  Cutoff  tracks  adjacent  to  the 
triangle  could  be  transferred  to  the  MDC  for  parkland/pathway  purposes. 

The  aesthetics  of  the  MDC  parkway  system  must  also-  be  considered.  The 
roadways  retain  considerable  potential  in  addition  to  existing  landscaping  and 
aesthetic  value.  The  interim  roadway  improvements  should  be  assessed  in  terms 
of  having  long-term  potentials  for  landscaping.  Specific  provisions  should  be 
defined  for  ways  to  reinforce  parkway  values  and  compensate  for  pavement 
widening,  in  order  to  avoid  the  creation  of  highway  aesthetics  comparable  to 
Route  1  in  Saugus  or  Route  9  in  Framingham. 

What  specific  coordination  or  suggestions  are  appropriate  relative  to 
the  MAPC  Open  Space  Study? 

Who  owns  the  land  over  the  Red  Line  tunnel  :  MDC  or  MBTA?  Does  the 
MBTA  own  the  old  railbed  connecting  the  Bedford  Branch  with  the  Freight  Cut-off 
—  including  the  at-grade  crossing  of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway? 

The  boundaries  of  Thorndike  Field  should  be  more  carefully  shown  in 
Figure  V-C. 
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TRAFFIC  DETOURS  AND  DELAYS 

The  Interim  Access  alternatives  should  be  briefly  assessed  in  terms  of 
construction  phasing  at  key  bottleneck  areas.  The  reconstruction  of  the  Route 
2  rotary  will  present  special  problems.  However,  the  removal  of  the  Freight 
Cut-Off  bridge  does  include  a  construction  strategy  to  maintain  traffic  during 
construction.    Similar  concepts  should  be  applied  to  Interim  Access  options. 

SAFETY  ISSUES 

The  issue  of  safety  is  mentioned  briefly  in  the  EIR  (p.  39,  p.  63)  but 
there  are  no  figures  or  analysis.  Route  2  is  identified  as  a  high  accident 
area,  and  the  rotaries  as  high  accident  locations.  No  substantiating  data  are 
offered.  Although  there  has  been  considerable  interest  in  safety  issues  over 
the  years,  the  Alewife  area  has  had  only  one  safety  study  in  recent  years  : 
the  Arlington  Office  Park  Draft  EIR  (Mugar,  EOEA  #4167).  This  report  indicated 
that  for  the  years  1979-1980,  "Only  six  accidents  were  reported  at  the  Dewey 
and  Almy  traffic  circle.  All  were  of  a  minor  property  damage  nature,  and  only 
two  occurred  during  the  peak  hour  period.  This  probably  results  from  driver 
familiarity  with  the  location,  the  absence  of  lateral  friction  such  as 
uncontrolled  access  and  parked  cars,  and  the  relatively  low  vehicle  speeds  due 
to  the  relatively  high  peak  hour  volumes."  (p.  IV-A-23)  This  rotary  was  laid 
out  in  1933,  and  as  recently  as  1970,  there  were  a  reported  50+  accidents  a 
year  reported.  Changes  which  have  occurred  since  then  have  been  No  fault 
insurance,  sidewalks  and  pedestrian  overpass,  with  median  guardrail  and  other 
minor  road  changes.  The  data  now  available  suggests  that  the  Route  2  rotary  is 
the  safest  intersection  in  the  area,  and  that  the  1968-vintage  Lake  Street 
ramps  have  a  much  higher  accident  incidence. 

Because  of  the  public  concern  over  safety  and  over  pressures  to 
increase  lane  widths,  vehicle  speeds,  and  add  new  traffic  signals,  the  Final 
EIR  should  discuss  the  safety  issue  as  it  applies  to  the  interim  access 
alternatives,  and  the  general  philosophy  of  dealing  with  high-speed  Route  2 
traffic  coming  down  Belmont  Hill  which  must  effect  a  transition  safely  down  to 
a  30-MPH  MDC  Parkway  having  narrow  lanes,  pedestrians  and  urban  activity.  The 
accident  analysis  should  look  at  recent  trends  in  the  area  in  terms  of  all 
accidents  and  injury  accidents  alone. 

The  Alternative  3A/A  intersection  design  at  the  Route  2  rotary  presents 
special  problems  for  safety  analysis.  Accidents  would  tend  to  be  increasingly 
angle  collisions,  rather  than  side-swipe  collisions  typical  of  rotaries. 
Furthermore,  access  from  the  Grace  parcel  to  the  new  ramp  is  shown,  and  the 
potential  for  wrong-way  traffic  in  the  intersection  and  illegal  left  turns  from 
Grace  to  inbound  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  should  be  considered. 

From  standpoints  of  both  capacity  and  safety,  the  Final  EIR  requires  a 
substantially  improved  discussion  of  how  the  Route  2  Rotary  functions.  The 
traditional  view,  that  it  is  both  inefficient  and  unsafe,  cannot  be  accepted 
without  closer  examination. 

Improved  pedestrian  access  must  also  be  shown  on  the  interim  plans, 
both  for  access  to  Acorn  Park  and  to  East  Arlington.  Each  intersection  in  the 
study  area  should  be  assessed  for  the  volume,  adequate  and  safety  of  pedestrian 
crossing  movements. 
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RAILROAD  ISSUES 

Several  of  the  alternatives  include  an  allowance  for  the  reinstallation 
of  the  single  commuter  rail  track  along  the  old  Bedford/Lexington  route.  The 
current  tunnel  design  includes  provision  for  a  single  track  atop  the  new  tunnel 
with  new  roadways  located  immediately  to  the  west.  Will  a  new  bridge  structure 
be  required,  with  additional  impacts  on  Little  River?  What  is  the  anticipated 
usage  of  the  track?  If  usage  is  limited,  could  the  tracks  be  included  within 
the  roadway  structure,  rather  than  on  a  separate  structure  and  right-of-way? 

On  page  105,  reference  is  made  to  the  MDC  restoring  rail  track  in 
Lexington.  Please  explain. 

PROJECT  SCHEDULING 

Will  the  construction  of  ramps  over  the  MBTA  tunnel  require  special 
approvals  from  UMTA  or  other  Federal  officials?  Allowance  should  be  made  for 
contract  negotiations,  UMTA  processing,  404  permits,  legislative  action,  etc. 
It  would  appear  that  construction  would  begin  at  the  earliest  in  late  1985  and 
be  completed  by  late  1986.  Is  this  conclusion  unduly  unrealistic  or 
pessimistic? 

DEVELOPMENT  INTENSITY 

The  results  of  the  traffic  analysis  show  that  EOTC/MBTA  and  the 
Transportation  Advisory  Committee  have  done  a  commendable  job  dealing  with  a 
very  difficult  transportation  issue  in  a  controversial  urban  area.  However, 
their  best  efforts  do  not  appear  to  be  sufficient  to  deal  with  the  large 
amounts  of  development  projected  by  the  City  of  Cambridge.  The  logical 
conclusion  of  the  traffic  analysis  is  that  there  must  be  some  very  significant 
moderation  of  development  intensities  in  the  area,  on  the  part  of  both  the 
development  community  and  the  City  of  Cambridge.  Both  parties  must  help  in  the 
implementation  of  effective  traffic  management  programs  which  can  be 
implemented  to  reduce  the  vehicular  traffic  generated  by  new  development 
already  planned  or  under  construction. 

COMMENTS  RECEIVED 

Numerous  comments  have  been  received  during  the  Draft  EIR  review 
period.  These  comments  should  be  responded  to  in  the  Final  EIR.  I  note  the 
absence  of  comments  from  the  Mass.  Department  of  Public  Works.  Written 
responses  from  MDPW  should  be  requested  and  obtained  for  the  FEIR.  Comments 
from  the  MDC  should  also  be  sought. 
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NOTES  : 
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In  the  Morning  Peak  hour,  the  existing  Rindge  Ave.  signal  is  the 
bottleneck,  and  the  steady  queues  show  it  to  be  operating  at  capacity.  Thus 
for  existing  1982  ATI  conditions,  the  traffic  volumes  are  102*  and  99*  of 
capacity.    The  EIR  calculations  (and  these  EOEA  figures)  thus  calibrate  and 
check  with  existing  conditions  very  well  —  for  signalized  intersections. 
The  EIR  did  not  show  the  effects  of  CBTA  traffic  on  the  existing  signal  : 
in  effect,  MBTA  traffic  increase  is  75*  as  large  as  the  devel.  traffic  growth 
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EXISTING  ROADWAY  DESIGN 

(Ul)=  1982  PFI  Existing 
(X)«  1987  Pfl    Plus  Land 
Development 
(Y)  =  1987  Pfl    Plus  PBTA 
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Base  Lane  Capacity  1800 
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f  A^  10  ,  2410  x  1.05x  1.0  /  1750  x    2  -    72  * 
1      >  11,12 
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In  the  afternoon  peak,  Rindge  Avenue  is  the  primary  bottleneck,  so 
the  EIR  and  these  EOEA  calculations  of  103*  and  100*  agree  with  existing 
conditions.    For  the  alternative  of  No  MBTA,  the  EIR  considers  a  4-phase 
signal  operation,  rather  than  existing  2-phase.    In  the  afternoon,  the  PBTA 
traffic  impacts  are  more  significant  —  about  twice  those  of  development 
traffic.    The  cause  is  the  heavy  left  tum  out  of  Rindge  Ave.  Extension. 
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»  Assemble  traffic  vols.,  Pk.Hr.  Factor 

*  Oetermine  the  phasing,  critical  moves 

*  Use  the  sum  of  the  conflicting 

turning  movements  or  added  phases 

TABLE  1  LANE  CAPACITY    (pass-cars/hr ) 
2-Phase    3-Phase  4-Phase 


PEAK  HOUR 

FACTOR 
1.00  (BASE 

.90 

.85 

.80 


1800 
1620 
1530 
1440 


1720 
1550 
1465 
1380 


1650 
1485 
1430 
1320 


TABLE  2  :  CAPACITY  ADJUSTMENT  FACTORS 


(1).  Straight  Lane  «=•  1.00  for  1  lane 

Utilization    -=»  1.05  for  2  lanes 

■»  1.10  for  3  lanes 

==  1.15  for  4  lanes 


(2).  Far-Side  or      ■=»  2.00  when  four 
Outlet  Bottleneck  approach  lanes 

("Leverett  Circle  must  fit  into 

Effect")  2  outlet  lanes 

==  N  where  N  is  the  ratio  of  approach 

lanes  to  outlet  lanes  (  N  >  1.0) 


(3).  Right  Turn 


==  1.25    (No  free 

turning  lane) 
1.05  (With  turning  lane) 


(4).  Single-Lane 
Left  Tum 


1.10  (No  tuxninq 
conflicts j 


(5).  2-Lane  Left     ==  1.35  (No  flow 
Turn  (into  3  lanes)  restrictions) 


(6).  2-lane  Left     «  ?.??  Constricted 
Turn  (into  2  lanes)        Left  tum 


(7).  Left  turns  =  +  1*  per  10  degrees 
(other  than  sharper  than  90° 

perpendicular)     -  1*  per  10  degrees 
straightar  than  90° 


(8)  .  Lane  klidth  =  +10*  below  10  ft. 

(9)  .  Grades        «  +  1*  per  1*  upgrade 


(10).  Bus/Truck  ==•  +  1*  per  1*  BusTruck 
or    +  3*  per  1*  tractor-trailers 


(11).  Pedestrians  ■=  +10*  per  200  peds 
per  hour  on  turns 


(12).  Seasonal    ==  +10*  for  Jan, Feb, Jul' 

Variations  August  counts  ' 

(increase  to  get  +  5*  for  Mar,  April,' 

peak  traffic  Sept., Dec.  * 

at  typical          +  0*  for  Clay,  June,  * 

intersection  in  NE.  Oct.,  Nov. 


TABLE  3 
V/C 


WHAT  V/C  RESULTS  MEAN 
IMPLICATIONS 


0.70  +  below     No  congestion  expected 

0.80    Congestion  very  unlikely 

0.90    Some  delays  encountered; 

some  congestion  during 
peak  events,    bad  weather 

1.00   Major  congestion  will  be 

encountered  in  peak  hour 

1.10    The  entire  peak  hour  may 

be  severely  congested. 
1.20+  above    Congestion  will  extend 
beyond  the  peak  hour 
unless  people  travel  at 
other  times, use  transit 
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l   ALEWIFE  BROOK  PARKWAY  ♦  RINDGE  AVE.  EXT.   i   New  Intersection       Alts  1,2,3A  j 


a  n 


PEAK 


A  H 


PEAK 


A  n 


PEAK 


3  PHASES 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1  (7; 

Turn  Angle 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1  (8 

Lane  Width 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.Grades  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

\k 

Bus/Truck* 

0 

10 

5 

0 

Pedestrians 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Seasonal 

0 

0 

0 

0 

JPeak  Hr. Factor 

97 

97 

97 

97 

1   RINDGE  AVE.  EXT.//, 


5  M- 


->11 


ALEWIFE  BROOK  PARKWAY 


NEW  INTERSECTION  DESIGN 

!?): 


I 


1982  API  Traffic  1 
1987  API  No-Build  J 
plus  T  and  Develj 
1987  API  Alts  1+21 
198.   Am  Alts  3A  1 
("with  Triangle"  \ 
traffic  on  conn,  rampsi 
Base  Lane  Capacity  1720  \ 

1 


PHASE 
+  MOVE/ 


VOL.  GEOri 
(S)  ADJ. 


7-12 
ADJ. 


Lane 
Cap* 


/  CAP* 
Lanes  (S) 


A  5 
B  3 
C  12 


2565*x  1 .05x  1.0  /  1690  x 
80  x  1 .35x  1 .10/  1690  x 
80  x  1 .1   x  1 .05/  1690  x 


2  - 
2  - 
1  - 


80  * 

4  * 

5  * 


NOTES  t     New  intersection 
design  provides 
about  1  0 J  more  capacity 
than  existing  intersection. 

TURN  BLOCKAGE  occurs  for 
right  turns  f  4  and  J1 . 
car  spacing  20'f  120-s. cycle 
500'Queue  blocks  Turn  £4 
Blocking  Vol.-  750  per  lane 


r  TOTALS  1  89  * 
P1BT  A  LIH  Calcs   1  93* 


VOL. CAP* 
(T)  (T) 


2452*76  * 
439  19  % 
630  43  * 


138  * 
125  * 


VOL. CAP* 
(U)  (U) 


2147*67  * 
439  19  * 
630  43  * 


129  * 
125  K 


V0L.CAP*1 

(V)  (v)i 


-1 

2452*76  *j 

(80  (4)M 
! 

630  43  *1 
1 


123  *1 
.1 


THRU  VOL.  2525 

RIGHT  VOL.  100 

RIGHT  TURN  401 

BLOCKED  (25) 


1991/369  1991/369 
1845/140  622/140 

25*/  501  25?/  50* 
(461)(70)  (156)(70) 


 T75-71 

1 

Same  as  1 
No-Buildl 
1 
1 
1 
1 


EFFECTIVE     2555     2452/439  2147/439 
queue  diocks   lurn  ?i  THRU  VOL.  1 

J§§§§§§§§§§§355§§§§§§55§§§§§§5!§§§§5§§§5§S§§5§§5§§55§§§SS55§§§§§§§5S55§§5SS5§5i 

PR      PEAK  P  n      PEAK  1 


p  n 


PEAK 


3  PHASES 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Turn  Angle 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Lane  Width 

0 

0 

0 

□ 

Grades  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Bus/Truck* 

0 

10 

5 

0 

Pedestrians 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Seasonal 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Hr . Factor 

97 

97 

97 

97 

EXT .  o. 

k4  \ 


.&  RINDGE  AVE.  EXT. 

12^ 


ALEWIFE  BROOK  PARKWAY 


NEW  INTERSECTION  DESIGN 

(W)-  1982  PP1  Traffic 
(X)-  1987  Pfl     No  Build 

plus  T  +  Devel. 
(Y)-  1987  Pn     Alt  1,2 
(Z)-  198.  PPl     Alt.  3A 
("with  Triangle" 
traffic  on  conn,  ramps 
Base  Lane  Capacity  1720 


1  PHASE  VOL.  GE0P1       7-12     Lane         I  CAP* 

1  +  P10VE/         (W)     ADJ.       ADJ.     Cap*     Lanes  (W) 


VOL. CAP! 
(X)  (X) 


VOL. CAP! 
(Y)  (Y) 


VOL. CAP* 
(Z)  (z) 


5  1580  x  1 .05x  1 .0  /  1690  x 
3 


1  "  ~ 

j  B            3  246  x  1  .35x  1  .10/  1750  x  2 

1  (varies) 

j  C  ^  12  80  x  1.1   x  1.05/  1690  x  1 

D  ~*    11  2610  x  1.05x  1.0  /  1750  x  2 


2  - 


(49)* 
10  * 
(5)* 
78  * 


1559  — 
2487  102* 

181  -- 
2131   64  * 


1559  — 
1364  52  * 

181  -- 
2131   64  * 


1559  -- 
865  32  * 
181  -- 

2131   64  * 


NOTES   1     Additional  notes 

in  Appendix  B. 
TURN  BLOCKAGE  occurs 

as  noted  above  for 

exiting  traffic 

from  Rindge  Ave.  Ext. 

(#1   is  blocked) 


TOTALS  1 
PlBt A  LIR  Calcs 


/3       LEFT  TURN 
/1       RIGHT  TURN 
RIGHT  TURN 
BLOCKED 
EFFECTIVE  THRU  VOL. 
"  TURN  GEOri. 


88  * 

1  aa  * 

230 
80 
20* 
(15) 
246 
1  .35 


165  * 
US  * 

1981 

562 

90* 
(506) 
2487 
1  .30 


116  * 
112  J 

914 

562 

60* 
(450) 
1364 
1  .22 


96* 

in 


500 
562 
65* 

(365) 
865 

1.16 
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1  ALEWIFE  BROOK  PARKWAY  ♦  RINOGE  AVENUE  EXTENSION  I  Now  Intersection  Alto  3/41 
{   AH      PEAK   AH      PEAK  Alt      PEAK  ] 


3  PHASES 


B 


i7)Turn  Angle     o     o  o  o 

8)Lane  Width     o     o  o  o 

9)Grades     %       o     o  o  o 

0  IBus/TruckJ     o  10  5  o 

'1 1 ^Pedestrians  o     o  o  o 

12)Seasonal         o     o  o  o 


iPeak  Hr. Factor  97  97  97  97 


ALEWIFE  BROOK  PARKWAY 


NEW  INTERSECTION  DESIGN 

[t]-  1987  AH  Alt  3P  w/ 

(added  Parkway  Lane^ 
(U)r  1987  An  Alt  3R  w/ 


1 

(ramp  connection  J 
north  of  Rt.2  rotaryl 
(V)-  1987  API  Alt.  3R  +  P  1 
Ba3B  Lane  Capacity  1720  1 


1  PHASE 
1  ♦  P10VEJ 

1  A  X^-  5 


VOL.  GE0P1 
(S)  ADJ. 


7-12 
ADJ. 


Lane 
Cap* 


i  CAP* 
Lanes  (S) 


2147»x  1.05x  1.0  /  1750  x     2  -     64  % 

1   B             3  80  x  1  .35x  1  .10/  1  690  x     2  -  (*)% 

1           (Ban  this  turn  in  All  Peak  —  use  conn.  Rd. 

1  C    4     12  630  x  1  .1   X  1  .05/  1750  x     1   -     42  * 
1 
1 

1  [  TOTALS 

NOTES  i 


VOL. CAP* 
(T)  (T) 


TURN  BLOCKAGE  occurs 

for  right  turn  f4 

car  spacing  20-ft. 

120-sec.  cycle 
500'   queue  blocks  Turn  #1 
Blocking  Vol. -750  Vph/lane 


I       106  % 

PIBTA  LIR  Ualcsi   \'2b  J. 

THRU  VOL.  1991 
RIGHT  VOL.  622 
RIGHT  TURN  25* 

BLOCKED  (156) 


1991  60  % 
(90  (4)* 
630  42  Jt 


102  % 


VOL. CAP* 
(U)  (u) 


1991   60  J 
0       0  % 
630  42  J 


102  * 


VOL.CAPll 

(v)  (vyj 


1991    60  M 
1 

0       0  *j 

630  42  M 
1 
1 
1 


No  TURN  Blockage  in  Afl 


102  Jtf 
.1 
1 
1 

1 


2/3  PHASES 

A 

B 

C 

D 

(7] 

Turn  Angle 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(8 

Lane  Width 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(9 

Grades  % 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(10 

Bus/Truck* 

0 

10 

5 

0 

(11 

Pedestrians 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(12] 

Seasonal 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  Hr. Factor 

97 

97 

97 

97 

EFFECTIVE  2147 
THRU  VOL. 

1§§§§§§§§§§§§§5§§§5§§5§§§§S§§§§S5§§555S§§§S§5§5§§§§S5§§§§§5§S§5S5§S§5§§5§§§§§§I 

1 

PR      PEAK  PR      PEAK  PR      PEAK  J 

_5 

RIfJDGE  AVE.  EXT. 

NEW  INTERSECTION  DESIGN  j 

T 

(W)«  1987  Pin  Alt  4       w/  1 
(X)«  1987  PPl  Alt  3P     w/  1 
(added  Parkway  Lanej 
(Y)-  -1987  PPl  Alt  3R     u/  J 
(ranp  connection  j 
north  of  Rt.2  rotary! 
(Z)-  1987  PPl     Alt.   3R  +  P  1 
Base  Lane  Capacity  1720  j 

1 


ALEWIFE  BROOK  PARKWAY 


PHASE 
♦  HOVE/ 

A  5 

B   V*  3 

C  ^*  12 

0  -*  11' 


VOL.  GE0P1 
(W)  ADJ. 


7-12 
ADJ. 


Lane 
Cap* 


I  CAP! 
Lanes  (W) 


1559  x  1 .05x  1 .0  /  1690  x 

865*x  1  .16x  1  .10/  1750  x 

(varies ) 
181    x  1 .1    x  1 .05/  1690  x 

2131   x  1 .05x  1.0/  1750  x 

TOTALS 


32  * 


64  % 


PIBTA  LW  Calcs  i 


NOTES   i     Additional  notes 
in  Appendix  B. 

TURN  BLOCKAGE  occurs 

as  noted  above   for  §Z  LEFT  TURN 

exiting  traffic  j\  RIGHT  TURN 

from  Rlndge  Ave.  Ext.  RIGHT  TURN 
(fl1    is  blocked^  BLOCKED 

60'   queue  blocks       EFFECTIVE  THRU  VOL. 

"  TURN  GE0P1. 


96  % 

W7 


V0L.CAP< 

(X)  (X) 


1559  -- 
865*32  * 
181  — 

2131    64  % 


96  % 


VOL. CAP* 
(Y)  (Y) 


1559  — 
865*32  % 
181  — 

2131    64  % 


96  % 


VOL.CAPll 

U)  (Z){ 

 T 

1559     --  1 

865  32  J j 

181      —  1 

2131    64  M 
1 


500 
562 
65* 
(365) 
865  ■* 
1.16 


96*  1 

 1 

—  1 
1 
1 
1 

Same  as   first  col. 
865"*  865"*  865W  ] 
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|  EXISTING  ROUTE  2  ROTARY  (Alewlfe  Brook  Parkway)  WEAVE  A  --  B  j 
1   A  ft      PEAK   AH      PEAK  An  PEAK  


ROUTE  2 


2  PHASES 


i7)Turn  Angle     o  o 

8)Lane  Width     o  o 

9)Grades     1       o  o 

OlBus/Truckl     o  o 

'  1 1 | Pedestrians  o  o 

'l2)Seasonal        o  o 


IPeak  Hr. Factor  97  97 


•  11 


Aleuif e 
Brook 
Parkway 
Northbound 


7TJ 


EXISTING  ROTARY  DESIGN 


If!: 


V' 


1  982  API 
1987  An 
with  T 
1987  AH 
1987  API 


Existing 
No  Build 
and  Devel. 
Alt  1  ,  2 
Alt  3R  +  P 


Base  Lane  Capacity  1800  1 


1  PHASE 
1  ♦  P10VE/ 
1- 
1 
1 


VOL.  GE0P1 
(S)  ADJ. 


7-12 
ADJ. 


Lane 
Cap* 


/  CAPl 
Lanes  (S) 


700  x  1 .05x  1 


11     1170  x  1 .05x  1 


,0  /  1750  x 
0  /  1750  X 


21  t 
35  % 


NOTES  i 


TOTALS 


FIBTA  L1H  Laics: 


56  1 
23DJ 


VOL. CAPl 
(T)  (T) 


827  25  % 
1382  41  1 


66 


THT 


VOL. CAPl 
(U)  (U) 


827  25  Jt 
1382  41  % 


66 


VOL.CAPll 
(V)  (V)1 


B27  25  M 

1292  39  %\ 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 


64  H 

 1 

-  1 


The  EIR  capacity  calculations  are  very  inaccurate  for  analysis  of  the 
rotary  weaves.     The  error  appears  to  be  typically  a  factor  of  3  or  4. 
The  analysis  above  treats  the  rotary  effectively  as  a  signalized  crossing 
whose  capacity  is  determined  either  by  cross  movements  or  by  merging  as 
vehicles  exit  the  rotary  (see  Weaving  Sections  B — C  and  C — A) 


1 


§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§! 

1   P  PI      PEAK  P  H      P  E 


A  K 


p  n 


PEAK 


1 

1(7 

III 
1(10 

1(11 

1(12 


2  PHASES 


A  B 


Turn  Angle 
Lane  Width 
Grades  1 
Bus/TruckJ 
Pedestrians 
Seasonal 


Peak  Hr. Factor  97  97 


.///II 


ROUTE  2 
1 


U 


Alewif a 
Brook 
Parkway 
Northbound 


rr 
ii 


EXISTING  ROTARY  DESIGN 

U)-  1982  PI<1  Existing 
X)-  1987  Pin     No  Build 

with  T  and  Devel. 
1987  PP1     Alt  1  ,  2 
1987  PP1     Alt  3R  +  P 


(!) 


Base  Lane  Capacity  1800  1 


1  PHASE 
HOVE/ 


VOL. 
(W) 


GE0P1  7-12 
ADJ.  ADJ. 


Lane 
Cap* 


I  CAPl 
Lanes  (W) 


j  A  ^  2  850  x 
|   B  11     2080  x 


1 .05x  1 .0  /  1750  x  2  -  26  % 
1 .05x  1 .0  /  1750  x     2  -     62  1 


NOTES  j 


By  observe 
move  at  the  rota 
The  calculation 
would  imply  that 

The  EIR  ca 


89  1 


|   TOTALS  i 
P1BTA  EIR  Calcsj  3371 


VOL. CAPl 

(XL  (_*' 

920  28  % 
2860  86  1 


114  1 
433  JE 


VOL. CAPl 
(Y)  (Y) 


920  28  jC 
1793  54  1 


82  1 

3FTT 


VOL 

(z) 


920 
1793 


.CAPXl 
(Z)1 
4 


54 


28  11 

A 

1 
1 
1 
1 


82  11 
 1 


tion,   this  weave  in  the  P PI  peak  Is  the  most  congested 
ry,   but  does  operate  slighly  below  capacity  --  by  5-101, 
above   thus  checks   fairly  closely,    since  these  observati< 

the  weave  is   functioning  at  90-95!  of  capacity, 
lculations  are  way   off   and  of  minimal  usefulness. 
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EXISTING  ROUTE  2  ROTARY   (Alewife  Brook  Parkway)         WEAVE     B  —  C 


,  AH  PEAK 


2  PHASES 

A 

B 

Turn  Anglo 

0 

0 

0 

□ 

1,8 

Lane  Width 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Grades  * 

0 

0 

0 

□ 

Bus/Truck* 

0 

0 

0 

0 

II 

Pedestrians 

0 

o 

0 

0 

Seasonal 

0 

0 

0 

a 

jPeak  Hr. Factor 

97 

97 

A  H  PEAK 

ROUTE  2 


A  n 


PEAK 


Southbound 
Alewife 

Brook 
Parkway 


■ft 


"7AR^  Outbound 


EXISTING  ROTARY  DESIGN 


in-. 

SI: 


1  982  API  Existing  1 
1987  AH  No  Build  1 
with  T  and  Devel.  { 
1987  API  Alt  1  ,  2  1 
1987  API     Alt  3R4P  1 

 1 

1 

Base  Lane  Capacity  1800  f 

rl 


PHASE 
+  [HOVE/ 


VOL.  GE0P1 
(S)  ADJ. 


7-12 
ADJ. 


Lane 
Cap* 


I  CAPi 
Lanes  (S) 


11  8 
*^4 


625  x  1 ,05x  1 .0  /  1750 
1170  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1750 
1115  x  1 .05x  1.0  /  1750 


-  (19)* 

-  35  * 
* 


2  -  3A 


TOTALS 


NOTES  i 


69  * 


HBTA  EIR  Calcsi  2B7J 


VOL. CAP* 
(T)  (T) 


1123(34)* 
1382  41  * 
1181   36  * 


77  * 
403  * 


VOL. CAP* 

(u)  (u) 


1123(34)* 
1382  41  % 
1181   36  * 


77 
TDT 


VOL.CAP*? 

(V)  (V)l 


1123C34)^| 
1382  41  *1 


1181    36  %' 


77  *' 


The  EIR  capacity  calculations  are  very  inaccurate  for  analysis  of  the  j 
rotary  weaves.     The  error  appears  to  be  typically  a  factor  of  3  or  4. 

The  analysis  above  treats  the  rotary  effectively  as  a  signalized  crossing  \ 
whose  capacity  is  determined  either  by  cross  movements  or  by  merging  as 

vehicles  exit  the  rotary.  Some  queues  do  build  up  in  the  rotary,  because  1 
approaching  traffic  from  the  Parkway  is  fast  moving  and  tends  to  intimidate. J 

Visibility  can  also  be  affected  by  plowed  snow  or  grass  growth.  1 

§§§§§§§§§§§§5§5§§§§5§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§ 
t  1 

1   PR      PEAK  P  H      PEAK  PR      PEAK  1 

.ROUTE  2  j 


2  PHASES 


B 


'7)Turn  Angle 
,8|Lane  Width 
9>Grade3  * 


a  o 

o  o 

o  o 

i fi 0 }Bus/Truck*     o  o 

j  ( 1 1  iPedestrians  o  o 

1( 1 2 ) Seasonal         o  o 


IPeak  Hr. Factor  97  97 


Southbound 
Alewif e 

Brook 
Parkway 


8 


777777^ 

Outbound 


5 


EXISTING  ROTARY  DESIGN 


II): 


1982  PP1  Existing 
1987  PP1     No  Build 
with  T  and  Devel, 
1987  Pn     Alt  1 ,  2 
1987  PH     Alt  3R+P 


Base  Lane  Capacity  1800 


1  PHASE 

j  +  P10VE/ 

1  A  5 

j  8    W  8 

1  C  4 


VOL.  GE0P1 
(W)  ADJ. 


7-12 
ADJ. 


Lane 
Cap* 


I  CAPt 
Lanes  (W) 


300  x  1 .05x  1.0  /  1750  x 
2080  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1750  x 
850  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1750  x 


2  -  (9)* 
2  -  62  * 
2  -     26  * 


NOTES  j 


TOTALS  j  89  * 
P1BTA  LIK   Ualcsi  ^19* 


VOL. CAP* 
(X)  (X) 

439(13)* 

2860  86  * 

964   29  * 


115  * 
2U2  * 


VOL. CAP* 
(Y)  (Y) 


439(13)* 
1793  54  * 
964  29  * 


83  * 
2bl  J 


V0L.CAP*! 
(Z)  (Z){ 
-1 


439(13)*! 

1 

1793  54  *j 

2091*63  XI 
1 
1 
4 


117  *' 


1 

1 

By  observati  on ,    this  weave   in   the  PP1  peak  does  create   some  queuing 
problems  in  the  rotary,   much  raoreso  than  in  the  morning  peak.  1 
Th  e  calculation  above   thus  checks   fairly  closely.  1 


The  EIR  calculations   are  not  useful. 
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j  EXISTING  ROUTE  2  ROTARY   (Alewife  Brook  Parkway)         WEAVE     C  --  A  \ 


A  H 


PEAK 


A  PI 


PEAK 


WEAVE     C  --  A 
....  AH  PEAK 


2  PHASES 

A 

B 

C 

Turn  Angle 

0 

0 

0 

0 

hLane  Width 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Grades  J 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ll 

Bus/Truck* 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Pedestrians 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Seasonal 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  Hr. Factor 

97 

97 

ROUTE  2 


Alewif  e 

Brook 
Parkway 
Southbound 


U 


T 


9 


Inbound 


(7777 


EXISTING  ROTARY  DESIGN 


1982  AM 
1987  API 
with  T 
1987  An 
1987  AH 


Existing 
No  Build 
and  Devel, 
Alt  1 ,  2 
Alt  3R  +  P 


Base  Lane  Capacity  1800 


1 
1 

—  1 

VOL.CAPJl 
(V)  (V)1 
-1 


PHASE  VOL.  GEOri       7-12     Lane         §  CAP* 

♦  P10VE/         (S)     ADJ.       ADJ.     Cap»     Lanes  (S) 


VOL. CAP* 
(T)  (T) 


VOL. CAP* 
(U)  (U) 


2 

B  *<Z  5 

V  1 


700  x  1.05x  1.0  /  1750  x     2  -  (21)* 
625  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1750  x     2  -     1 9  * 
2000  x  1.05x  1.0  /  1750  x     2  -     60  * 


827(25)* 
1123  34  * 
2728  82  * 


827(25)* 
1123  34  * 
1490  45  * 


NOTES  i 


TOTALS  : 


79  * 


PIBtA  LIN"  Lalcsj   37TJ  * 


106  * 
506"  % 


79  * 
372  J 


B2?(25)j£l 

1123  34  *] 
1 

2713  81  *f 

1 

1 


107  M 

.1 


—  1 

The  EIR  capacity  calculations  are  very  inaccurate  for  analysis  of  the  1 

rotary,  with  errors  up  to  a  factor  of  4.  | 

The  analysis  above  treats  the  rotary  effectively  as  a  signalized  crossing  1 

whose  capacity  is  determined  either  by  cross  movements  or  by  merging  as  1 

vehicles  exit  the  rotary.     For  the  C  —  A     weave,  the  merging  movement  \ 

into  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  inbound  ha3  the  most  significant  effect.  J 

55§§555§§§§§§§§§§§5§S$§5§§§5§§55S§§§§S§§§§5§5§S5§§§§§§S§§§§§§§§§§§§§S5S§§§§§§sl 

1  1 

1   PR      PEAK  PR      PEAK  PR      PEAK   1 


2  PHASES 


B 


1 

t   (7)Turn  Angle 
1   (8)Lane  Width 
1   (9)Grades  * 
| ( 1 0  )Bu3/Truck* 
1  ( 1 1  (Pedestrians  o 
1 ( 1  2 ) Seasonal  o 
1 

IPeak  Hr. Factor  97  97  97 
1 


o  o 

o  o 

o  o 

o  o 


o 
o 
o 
o 

o  o 
o  o 


...PR      PEAK  ..... 

,  ROUTE  2 


Alewife 

Brook 
Parkway 
Southbound 


Inbound 


7? 


EXISTING  ROTARY  DESIGN  \ 

(W)«  1982  PPl  Existing  \ 
(X)-  1987  PPl  No  Build  \ 
with  T  and  Devel.  t 
1987  PPl  Alt  1  ,  2  1 
1987  PPl     Alt  3R  +  P  1 


as: 


Base  Lane  Capacity  1800  \ 


1  PHASE  VOL.  GE0P1       7-12     Lane         /  CAP* 

♦  P10VE/         (W)     ADJ.       ADJ.     Cap*     Lanes  (W) 


\ 


I I J  1 


VOL. CAP* 
(X)  (X) 


VOL. CAP* 
(Y)  (Y) 


V0L.CAP*! 

(z)  (z)i 


850  x  1 .05x  1.0/  1750  x 
300  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1750  x 
1300  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1750  x 


NOTES  t 


TOTALS  i  48  * 
PlBfA  EIR  Calcsi   21 7% 


2  -  (26)*;  920(28)*;  920(28)*[  920(28)*j 
2  -  9  *;  439  13  *;  439  13  %\  439  13  *j 
2-39  *'1443  43  *  1  232  37  *'1232  37  *] 

56  *1  50  *T  50  *] 

259  J   2W7         ~  1 

1 

In   the  afternoon,    the  C  --  A  weave   and  merge  do  not   appear   to  be 
a  problem.     Any  congestion  is  caused  by  backups   from  the  Rindge  Ave.   traffic  1 
signal.  ^ 

1 
1 
1 

,  1 

t   FormVC4     (5/9/84)       Calc.   by  SHK  Date  5/9/84       Checked  by    ...   Date   ../../..  j 
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NEW  SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTION  AT  ROUTE  2  ROTARY   +  Parkway   (Alts.   3A  and  A) 


. .  .  .  .  A  II 

P 

E  A 

K 

3  PHASES 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1  (7' 

Turn  Angle 

0 

o 

□ 

o 

1  (8 

Lane  Width 

0 

0 

0 

0 

^  (a, 

Grades  * 

0 

0 

0 

□ 

ill?: 

Bus/Truck * 

0 

0 

o 

0 

Pedestrians 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1(12] 

Seasonal 

0 

0 

0 

□ 

fPeak  Hr. Factor 

97 

97 

97 

97  ; 

AN  PEAK 

ROUTE  2 


a  n 


PEAK 


^10       New  Ramp  A 


NEW  INTERSECTION  DESIGN 


(?): 


1982  AH  Traffic  1 
1987  AM  Alt  3A  w/j 
with  T  +  devell 
1987  An  Alt  4  u/1 
1987  An     Alt  A  nod.l 

 1 

1 

Base  Lane  Capacity  1720  1 


PHASE  VOL.  GEOn       7-12     Lana         J  CAP* 

+  nOVE/         (S)     ADJ.       ADJ.     Cap*     Lanes  (S) 


VOL. CAP* 
(T)  (T) 


VOL.CAPl 
(U)  (U) 


VOL.CAP*! 
(V)  (V)1 
-5 


A    l^U.  3       700  x  1  -OSx  1  .0  /  1690  X 

B  _Sf\2     1A60»x  1.05x  1.0  /  1B90  x 

C  5       625  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1690  x 

D>*12,8  1170  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1690  x 


2  - 

2  - 

2  - 

2  - 


22  * 
A5  * 
19  * 

(36)* 


827  26  * 
1546*48  * 
1123  35  * 
1 422(44)* 


827  26  * 
15A6«A8  * 
1123  35  * 
1  422(44)* 


NOTES  i 

TURN  BLOCKAGE  occurs 
when  outbound  PIovb  #12 
backs  up  and  blocks 
off  the  right  turn  #1 0 
A  120'   queue  causes 
blockage;   120-s. cycle 
Block  starts  when  #12 
-  120/20  x  30  x  2  -  360 


TOTALS  i  86  * 
nBTA  EIR  Calcs   :  -- 


109  * 


THRU  VOL. 
RIGHT  TURN 
RIGHT  TURN 

BLOCKAGE 
EFFECTIVE 
THRU  VOL. 


1170 
A15 

(70*) 
290 

1  A60 


96* 

1196 

A99 
(70*) 

350 
15A6 


109  * 
9"6"7 
1196 

SAnE 
1  5A6 


827  26  *1 
1 

15A6»A8  *1 
1 

1123  35  *1 
1 

1 422(44)*1 
1 


109  M 

_1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 


1196 

SAnE 
15A6 
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P  H  PEAK  


P 

E  A 

K 

3  PHASES 

A 

B 

C 

D  ' 

(7' 

Turn  Angle 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(8 

Lane  Width 

o 

0 

0 

0 

|  (9 

Grades  % 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(10 

Bus/Truck* 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(11 

Pedestrians 

o 

0 

0 

0  ' 

(12' 

Seasonal 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Peak  Hr. Factor 

97 

97 

97 

97  ; 

p  n 


PEAK 


ROUTE  2 


New  Ramp 


 1 

NEbi  INTERSECTION  DESIGN  1 

(«)■  1982  Pn  Traffic  \ 
(X)«  1987  Pn  Alt  3A  w/1 
with  T  +  develj 
( Y )  -  1987  Pn  Alt  A  w/1 
(Z)-  1987  Pn  Alt  A  nod.J 
 1 


Base  Lane  Capacity  1720  f 


PHASE 

♦  novEJ 


VOL.  GEOn 
(W)  ADJ. 


7-12  Lane 
ADJ.  Cap* 


I  CAP* 
Lanes  (W) 


VOL.CAP* 
(X)  (X) 


VOL. CAPS 
(Y)  (Y) 


V0L.CAP11 
U)  (Zjj 

920  29  *f 
1 

1893(59)^1 

A39  1A  *] 
1 

3020'72  %1 

1181(37)*} 
1 


A    IJ^.  3  850  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1690  x 

B  _^412  2080  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1690  x 

C    ^    5  300  *  1.05x  1.0  /  1690  x 

D  _/|l2,8  2080  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1690  x 


A/C 


NOTES  i 


. .  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1690  x 
TOTALS 


26  * 
(65)* 
9  * 
65  * 


920  29  * 
1 893(59)* 

A39  1A  * 
3020  9A  * 


920  29  * 
1893(59)* 

A39  1A  * 
3020  9A  * 


:       100  * 
nBTA  LIN  Laics   i  -- — 


137  * 

gg  * 


137  * 

gg  * 


115  *1 


The  intersection  design  for  Alt.  A  is  modified  to  permit  a  merging  of  1 
two  outbound  lanes  of  the  Parkway  with  2  lanes  from  the  new  ramp,  Into  1 
.E  lanes ,   rather  than  TWO   shown  on   the  EIR  plan.     dove  #4  must  be  1 


the 

THREE  lanes,  rather  than  TWO  shown  on  the  EIR  plan.  Hove  /A  . 
signalized  to  allow  for   the  3-lane  outbound  move  onto  Route  2, 


1 


? 

\ 
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1  ALEWIFE  BROOK  PARKWAY  ♦     WHITTEMORE  AVENUE       (Existing  Design)     All  Alts. 

1  1 

J 
1 


3  PHASES 

A 

B 

C 

D 

1  (7] 

Turn  Angle 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i  (8 

Lane  Width 

10 

0 

0 

0 

1  (9 

Grades  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ni? 

Bus/Truck* 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Pedestrians 

0 

0 

o 

0 

1(12, 

Seasonal 

0 

0 

0 

0 

IPeak  Hr. Factor 

97 

97 

97 

97 

ALEWIFE   BROOK  PARKWAY 
<k  


 *•  11 

7777777^ 


7 

fr7777 


10  Whitteaore 


EXISTING  ROADWAY  DESIGN  1 

(S)-  1982  AM  Existing 
(T)-  1987  API  With  New 
Development 
(U)-  1982  PM  Existing 
(V)-  1987  PM  With  New 
  Development 


1 
1 
1 

1 

\ 

Base  Lane  Capacity  1720  \ 

1 


PHASE 
♦  MOVE/ 


VOL.  GEOM 
(S)  ADJ. 


7-12 
ADJ. 


Lane 
Cap* 


I  CAP! 
Lanes  (S) 


10  x  1  .1   x  1  .1   /  1690  x 
80  x  1 .1   x  1 .0  /  1690  x 
1105  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1690  x 


A 

B  9 
c  ^  ,0{ 

A'-*—    5     1670  x  1  .05x  1  .1   /  1  690  x 


TOTALS 


1  * 
5  * 

(34)* 
57  * 


NOTES  i 


63  * 


MBTA  EIR  Calcs  »  57  * 


VOL.CAPt 

(T)  (T) 


73  5  * 
1300  11  * 
1420(45)% 
2378   81  * 


97  * 

in 


VOL.CAPt 
(U)  (U) 


0       0  * 
170  11  * 
1610  51  * 
980(33)* 


62  * 


VOL.CAPt! 
(V)  (V)1 


15     1  *' 


1 


346  23  *1 
1 

2172  68  *1 
1 403(48)*] 


92  M 
SB  j] 

Generally  good  agreement  with  the  Draft  EIR.       Analysis  is  based  on  1 
peak  hour  operation  by  either  officer  or  signal  control.  \ 

1 
1 
1 
1 

S§5S§§S§§§5§55S§§§S§S55§§§§S55§§§§§5§§§§S§§§55S5S5§§§5§55S§S5§S5§555S§5§55§5§§I 

MASSACHUSETTS  AVENUE  and  ALEWIFE  BROOK  PARKWAY  (Existing  Signal)     All  Alts.  \ 


1           4  PHASES 

A 

B 

C 

D  ' 

1   (7)Turn  Angle 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1   (8)Lane  Width 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1   (9)Grades  * 

0 

0 

0 

0 

l(10)Bus/Truck* 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1(11  )  Pedestrians 

0 

0 

0 

o 

1 ( 1 2 )Seasonal 

0 

0 

0 

o 

1Peak_  Hr .Factor 

97 

97 

97 

97 

P1ASS.  AVENUE 

faff \WL 
1  -*^2  \\  3  5 


-*-1 1 


10     NORTH  CAMBR. 


EXISTING  ROADWAY  DESIGN 

W)-  1982  AM  Traffic 
X)-  1987  AM     With  New 
Development 

-  1982  PM  Traffic 

-  1987  PM  With  New 
  Development 


ID 


Base  Lane  Capacity  1650 


1  PHASE             VOL.   GEOM  7-12 
]   +  M0VE#         (W)     ADJ.  ADJ. 

Lane         /  CAPt 
Cap*     Lanes  (W) 

'  VOL.CAPt' 

:  (x)  (x): 

VOL.CAPt 

(Y)  (Y) 

'  VOL.CAPt' 

!  (z)  (z); 

|  A4it?,8     650  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1600  x     2  -     21  * 
1  M,2 

j  B  V     3,9     280  x  1.1    x  1.0  /  1600  x     1    -     19  * 

i  5 

1   C           4,5  1340  x  1  .05x  1  .0  /  1600  x     1    -     44  * 
1  -5*10.11 

1   0         6,12     180  x  1.1   x  1.0  /  1600  x     1    -     1  2  * 

;  715  23  *; 

;  402  28  %[ 
|1730  57  %\ 

'  1  bo  12  *; 

750  25  * 
325  22  * 
1355  44  * 
125     9  * 

;   750  25  %' 
[   344   24  *' 
;1858  61  *< 
;   203  1  4  %' 

NOTES  i 

;   TOTALS     t         96  * 

!         120  %\ 

100  * 

124  Jt< 

Excellent  agreement  between  Draft  EIR   and   these  calculations. 
For  all  alternatives,   the  1987  morning   and  evening  conditions   show  traffic 
demand  exceeds  capacity  by   about  20*,   making   the  Mass.   Avenue  intersection 
a  key  bottleneck   in   the  overall   Alewife  area. 


i  ■  1 

1   FormVC4      (5/9/84)        Calc.    by   SHK   Date   5/9/84       Checked  by    ...    Date   ../../..  1 

i5§$55§S5§55555S55555555§5§55555$5555555$555555S55§§§55555$5S5S55§5§555S55§555l 


A-46 


APPENDIX  B 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
MBTA  ALEWIFE  STATION 
INTERIM  ACCESS 
ARLINGTON  AND  CAMBRIDGE,  MASSACHUSETTS 
EOEA  #4931 
MARCH  1984 


This  document  is  available  under  separate  cover. 
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APPENDIX  C 


ALEWIFE  TRANSPORTATION  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

1 .  Members hi p  List 

2.  Minutes  of  April  25,  1334  Meeting 
(Recommendation  of  Preferred  Alternative  by  ATAC) 

3.  Minutes  of  May  15,  1984  Meeting 

(Selection  of  Preferred  Alternative  by  Secretary  Salvucci) 

4.  Minutes  of  August  22,  1984  Meeting 

(Discussion  by  ATAC  of  Monograph  on  the  Application  of 
Transportation  System  Management) 
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1 .    Membershi p  List 


C-3 


C-3*. 


APPENDIX 


ALEWIFE  TRANSPORTATION 
ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 


TOWN  OF  ARLINGTON 


Alan  McClennon,  Jr. 

Department  of  Planning  and  Community 

Devel opment 
Town  of  Arl ington 
Arlington,  MA  02174 
643-6700 


TOWN  OF  BELMONT  - 


Thomas  P.  Callaghan 
17  Eliot  Road 
Belmont,  MA  02178 
484-1917 


CITY  OF  CAMBRIDGE  - 


Richard  Teso 

Director  of  Traffic  and  Parking 

City  of  Cambridge 

City  Hall  Annex 

57  Inman  Street 

Cambridge,  MA  02139 

498-9042 

Alt:    Dick  Easier    ■  . 


BUSINESS  ORGANIZATION  - 


Albert  0.  Wilson,  Jr. 

Alewife  Businessman's  Association 

A.  0.  Wilson  Structural  Co. 

40  Place  Street 

Cambridge,  MA  02138 

547-2450 


ENVIRONMENTAL  ORGANIZATION 


Herbert  M.  Meyer 

Mystic  River  Watershed  Association 
276  Massachusetts  Avneue 
Arlington,  MA  02174 
643-2157 


LEGISLATIVE  APPOINTMENT 
ARLINGTON 


Joseph  P.  Carabello,  Jr. 
156  Lake  Street 
Arlington,  MA  02174 
646-5266 


Alt:    Elsie  C.  Fiore 
58  Mott  Street 
Arlington,  MA  02174 
648-0077 
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LEGISLATIVE  APPOINTMENT  - 
BELMONT 

LEGISLATIVE  APPOINTMENT  - 
CAMBRIDGE 

JRTC  - 

MAPC  - 
EOTC  - 


Richard  Sheridan 
235  Channing  Road 
Belmont,  MA  02178 
484-9133 

Carolyn  Mieth 
15  Brookford  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02140 
451-2100  X146 

Marvin  Miller 
Barnes  and  Jarnis 
61  Batterymarch  Street 
Boston,  MA  02110 
542-6521 

Frank  E.  Baxter 
18  Sunset  Drive 
Burlington,  MA  01803 
862-5038 

Linda  F.  Jonash 
EOTC 

10  Park  Plaza 
Boston,  MA  02116 
727-2371 
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2.    Minutes  of  April  25,  1984  Meeting 

(Recommendation  of  Preferred  Alternative  by  ATAC) 


C-6 
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MINUTES  OF  APRIL  25,  1984  ATAC 


Corrections/additions  to  the  Minutes  of  April  4,  1984: 

Page  2,  10th  paragraph  should  read:  "the  100  year  flood  plain." 

Page  1,  9th  paragraph  should  read:  "He  ended  his  presentation  noting  that  they  have 
had  many  meetings  with  interested  groups  including  MAPC's  Executive  Committee  .  .  ." 

Corrections  to  the  Minutes  of  March  14: 

Alan  McClennen  stated:  The  Town  of  Arlington  did  downzone  a  portion  of  the  Town  in 
anticipation  of  the  Red  Line  and  the  development  of  the  Mugar  site.  His  understanding 
was  that  projects  in  Cambridge  were  not  subject  to  special  site  plan  review;  however, 
he  was  subsequently  informed  that  Cambridge's  PUD  provisions  did  include  provisions 
for  site  plan  review. 


L.  Jonash  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  its  purpose:  to  have  Committee  Members 
review  and  comment  on  the  Interim  Access  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  and 
to  present  their  recommendations  on  a  preferred  alternative.  She  hoped  Committee 
Members  could  reach  a  consensus  on  a  scheme  for  interim  access  because  the  final 
EIR  would  need  to  indicate  a  preferred  alternative.  It  was  determined  that  each 
Committee  Member  be  given  five  minutes  to  present  their  comments. 

Tom  Callaghan  began  by  noting  that  he  had  discussed  the  alternatives  with  the  Belmont 
Selectmen  and  that  Alternative  4  would  be  the  best  choice  for  Belmont.  He  noted  that 
Belmont  was  now  receiving  tremendous  traffic  impacts  from  the  area  making  it 
necessary  to  support  the  Interim  Access  plans.  He  indicated  that  Belmont  was  very 
anxious  to  address  the  broader  traffic  issues  as  part  of  the  Route  2  project  EIS,  noting 
that  he  was  particularly  interested  in  there  being  improved  traffic  flows  through  the 
Rindge  Avenue/Alewife  Brook  Parkway  intersection,  otherwise  traffic  will  continue  to 
increase  in  Belmont.  He  noted  that  he  would  also  like  better  traffic  projection  figures. 

Joe  Carabello  stated  that  after  studying  the  draft  EIR  his  concerns  remained  with  the 
increase  in  traffic  the  garage  will  bring  to  Arlington.  He  noted  that  Alternatives  1  and 
2  were  unacceptable  because  of  the  signals  on  Route  2.  He  stated  that  Alternative  4 
was  his  preference  because  it  seemed  to  deal  with  the  traffic  best.  Joe  stated  that 
further  study  and  discussion  between  the  cities  and  towns  was  needed  to  evaluate  the 
entire  area.  He  noted  that  Alternate  4  would  not  totally  alleviate  traffic  problems 
in  the  area,  but  things  should  be  better  than  without  it. 

Herbert  Meyer  questioned  if  it  made  sense  to  build  an  interim  access  structure  that 
would  not  be  completed  until  September  1985  and  only  be  used  until  1987  at  a  cost  of 
over  $2.5  million.   He  noted  that  he  believes  it  would  be  advantageous  to  have  the 
garage  opened  and  monitored  for  the  first  weeks  and  then  if  anything  needs  to  be 
done,  garage  operations  could  be  modified  without  a  capital  investment  and  without 
impacting  the  area.  He  noted  that  his  memorandum  of  April  4  (attached)  in  response 
to  D.  D'Eramo's  March  14  memo  indicated  this  strategy.  He  also  noted  that  there  was 
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no  mention  or  discussion  in  the  EIR  of  the  management  techniques  under  the  No-Build/ 
Garage  Management  alternative.  He  noted  his  dissatisfaction  with  the  issue  being 
relegated  to  the  Appendix  without  full  discussion  as  part  of  the  no-build  alternative. 

H.  Meyer  noted  that  his  support  was  for  the  No-Build,  stating  that  the  beauty  of  the 
non-structural  options  is  that  they  can  be  in  place  until  1987  when  work  on  the 
permanent  improvements  will  be  initiated. 

Richard  Sheridan  rejected  Alternatives  1  and  2  because  of  the  potential  for  the  signal 
causing  traffic  to  back  up  onto  Route  2  and  detouring  through  Belmont.  He  stated 
that  it  was  important  to  look  at  the  traffic  numbers  and  if  the  alternative  did  not 
signficiantly  improve  traffic  then  it  was  a  waste  of  money.  He  questioned  whether 
traffic  analysis  substantiated  a  build  option  sufficiently.  He  noted  that  there  was 
likely  a  10-25%  error  built  into  the  calculation  assumptions.  Dick  indicated  his 
support  for  Alternate  3A  as  it  would  best  alleviate  the  PM  peak  congestion.  He  noted 
the  cost  of  Alternate  1  may  not  be  warranted  relative  to  its  traffic  benefits.  Dick 
commented  that  the  solution  to  the  traffic  problems  may  be  an  8-lane  highway  between 
the  two  bridges  on  the  parkway.  This  would  provide  adequate  roadway  capacity  in  the 
immediate  area. 

Marvin  Miller  noted  that  the  major  considerations  in  selecting  an  alternative  should  be 
to  obtain  a  road  that  could  be  built  as  soon  as  possible,  at  the  lowest  possible  cost  with 
the  minimum  environmental  impacts.  He  also  noted  that  there  was  no  guarantee  that 
there  would  be  permanent  improvements  to  Route  2,  therefore,  the  Committee  should 
focus  on  solutions  that  would  handle  traffic  now  and  for  many  years  to  come.  Whatever 
is  put  in  must  be  able  to  function  effectively  and  safely  for  a  long  time.  He  could  not 
support  Alternatives  1  or  2  because  of  the  safety  factors  involved.  Alternative  3  handled 
the  PM  traffic  but  did  not  provide  adequately  for  AM  traffic.  Alternative  k  was 
therefore  his  chosen  alternative.  Marvin  noted  that  H.  Meyer's  suggestions  on  "non- 
structural" traffic  management  alternatives  were  good  and  that  between  the  actual  time 
the  station  opened  and  the  interim  access  was  in  place  it  would  be  wise  to  institute 
the  management  alternatives.  The  State  should,  however,  proceed  with  Alternative 

Carolyn  Mieth  noted  that  Cambridge's  comments  were  as  follows:  As  long  as  the  interim 
roadway  is  not  considered  permanent  and  its  construction  will  not  in  any  way  slow  down 
or  impact  the  schedule  of  the  permanent  roadway  improvements;  and  further,  in 
recognition  of  the  serious  concerns  expressed  by  the  Arlington  and  Belmont  Committee 
Members  with  introducing  a  traffic  light  on  Route  2,  Cambridge  supports  Alternative  4. 
Carolyn  noted  that  serious  environmental  questions  remain  unanswered,  such  as  the 
adequacy  of  compensatory  storage.  She  urged  the  Committee  to  delve  into  the 
environmental  issues  in  more  detail.  She  also  noted  that  Cambridge  does  share  concern  . 
with  Arlington  and  Belmont  regarding  traffic.  Carolyn  stressed  that  it  was  important 
to  address  the  funding  of  the  Interim  Access  project  and  the  long-term  roadway  project. 
She  noted  that  Alternative  f  would  serve  as  a  permanent  structure  if  the  funding  for  the 
Route  2  project  was  not  realized.  Carolyn  added  that  she  would  like  to  see  some 
creative  solutions  developed  to  address  the  compensatory  storage  requirements. 

Frank  Baxter  stated  his  choice  for  a  preferred  scheme  was  Alternative  ^.  He  noted 
the  non-structural  improvements  could  be  applied  regardless  of  the  final  alternative 
selected.  He  stated  the  non-structural  options  were  not  by  themselves  sufficient. 
He  noted  his  agreement  with  other  members  that  the  Route  2  signal  proposed  in 
Alternates  1  and  2  was  unacceptable  and  that  Alternate  3A  only  addressed  part  of  the 
problem.  Alternate  ^  could  stand  alone  for  many  years  if  the  permanent  project 
becomes  delayed.  He  also  noted  that  there  would  not  be  an  excessive  impact  on  the 
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wetlands  and  reservation  in  Alternate  k,  and  that  the  impacts  could  be  mitigated. 
He  did  note  that  he  had  some  reservations  about  the  cost  effectiveness  of  the 
inbound  ramp. 

A.  O.  Wilson  noted  that  his  two  priorities  in  reaching  a  decision  were  the  safety 
of  the  road  and  the  amount  of  time  it  would  take  to  build.  He  noted  that  the  dates 
planned  for  completion  are  not  optomistic.  He  stated  that  much  of  the  construction 
would  be  done  off  the  highway  and  if  the  Committee  acted  quickly,  the  projected 
completion  dates  could  be  made.  He  stated  that  since  it  had  been  concluded  that  a 
signal  light  on  Route  2  would  create  safety  problems  he  believed  Alternate  k  to  be 
the  best  choice.  He  noted  that  there  did  appear  to  be  a  need  for  the  inbound  ramp 
for  AM  traffic.  He  stated  that  the  important  thing  was  to  keep  the  project  moving 
ahead. 

Alan  McClennen  stated  that  he  believes  Alternate  k  to  be  the  best  solution.  He  viewed 
the  non-structural  alternatives  as  techniques  that  could  be  used  by  both  the  private 
and  public  sector  in  combination  with  any  of  the  alternatives.  Alan  noted  it  was 
incumbent  upon  the  Committee  to  select  the  best  alternative  because  of  the  length  of 
time  it  would  be  in  operation.  He  also  pointed  out  that  the  time  schedule  for 
implementation  of  the  permanent  Route  2  improvements  would  likely  be  five  years 
assuming  everything  goes  well  with  the  environmental  process.  FST  will  likely  finish 
preliminary  work  a  year  from  now.  MDPW  must  then  select  a  new  engineer  to  carry 
out  final  design  which  is  typically  a  year  process.  The  project  easily  involves  two  years 
to  design  and  two  years  to  build,  excluding  the  bidding  process.  This  would  then  bring 
the  project  completion  to  1990/1991.  Alan  stated  that  the  Committee  should  therefore 
assume  the  Interim  Access  would  be  in  place  for  at  least  five  years.  If  Scheme  k  was 
implemented  coupled  with  the  Committee  continuing  to  work  on  non-structural 
solutions  he  believed  that  the  traffic  problems  could  be  alleviated. 

George  Teso  noted  that  his  major  concern  was  safety  and  that  he  believed  Alternate  4 
to  be  the  solution.  He  concurred  with  other  members'  objections  to  the  signal  on 
Route  2.  He  noted  that  Alternate  k  will  partially  assist  Belmont  and  Arlington  with 
their  traffic  problems,  however,  he  stressed  that  the  only  real  relief  will  be  in  the 
long  term,  permanent  solutions.  The  interim  project  must  only  be  interim. 

Dick  Sheridan  then  commented  that  he  was  concerned  about  the  proposal  briefly 
mentioned  in  the  DEIR  to  phase  construction  of  Alternate  k.  He  did  not  support  the 
concept  of  first  building  the  inbound  ramp  and  operating  it  two  ways.  He  further 
noted  that  given  the  consensus  the  Committee  was  moving  toward,  he  would  support 
Alternate  k. 

Matthew  Coogan  then  commented  that  there  appeared  to  be  a  fairly  clear  consensus 
among  Committee  Members  for  Alternate  k  which  he  would  now  take  back  and  report 
to  Secretary  Salvucci. 

Matt  then  noted  that  the  Governor  is  committed  financially  to  completing  the  permanent 
solution  to  Alewife.  He  noted  that  his  earlier  comments  concerning  the  phasing  of 
the  long-term  project  may  have  mislead  people  into  thinking  the  state  would  only  build 
a  few  parts  of  the  project  then  walk  away.  Matt  wanted  to  reiterate  that  EOTC  will 
absolutely,  unequivocally  push  as  soon  as  possible  to  get  Federal  approval  for  the 
final  plans.  He  noted  that  there  were  many  unknowns  in  getting  the  full  permanent 
project  built  but  the  full  support  of  the  Governor  as  well  as  that  of  Secretary  Salvucci 
was  there. 
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Mike  Oman  and  Ed  Bates  representing  MAPC  noted  that  they  would  like  to  reiterate 
the  importance  of  timing  and  permanency  in  the  project,  noting  their  support  for 
Alternate  k.  They  also  noted  that  Alternate  4  provided  a  total  transportation 
benefit  to  the  metropolitan  area.  Mike  Oman  noted  the  importance  of  optimizing 
access  to  the  new  Alewife  Station  to  enable  it  to  reach  its  full  transportation 
benefit. 

L.  Jonash  noted  that  she  would  like  to  receive  M.  Oman's  comments  on  the  proposed 
Alternative  k  in  light  of  the  MPAC  open  space  planning  efforts.  She  requested 
Mike's  participating  in  developing  design  standards  for  the  Interim  Access  project 
which  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  open  space  plan. 

E.  Fiore  objected  as  a  taxpayer  to  any  of  the  build  alternatives  stating  that  the  public 
would  be  saddled  with  a  white  elephant.  She  also  commented  that  traffic  would  not 
improve  and  that  Lake  Street  traffic  would  be  twice  as  long,  noting  that  Alternative  k 
would  serve  only  those  people  going  to  the  garage  and  triangle. 

Herbert  Meyer  again  proposed  the  Committee  recommend  that  the  garage  first  be 
opened  and  monitored  for  a  time.  Then,  based  upon  actual  experience,  decide  if  an 
interim  access  roadway  is  needed.  He  asked  why  couldn't  the  implementation  of  the 
roadway  be  delayed.  There  did  not  appear  to  be  a  need  to  rush  it.  The  State  should 
observe  first,  then  build  if  necessary. 

Julia  O'Brien  from  the  MDC  stated  that  Alternate  3A  had  a  minimal  impact  on  the 
Reservation.  She  noted  that  a  potential  problem  with  it  would  be  the  staging  of 
construction  at  the  rotary.  She  commented  that  Alternate  4  does  address  traffic 
issues  for  both  AM  and  PM  traffic  and  does  provide  relief  at  the  Rindge  Avenue  inter- 
section. Julia  indicated  some  sympathy  with  implementing  Alternate  3A  only,  however, 
the  MDC  was  supportive  of  Alternate  4.  She  noted  the  MDC  would  be  looking  to  a 
serious  discussion  of  mitigation  measures. 

There  was  discussion  about  developers  in  the  area  coming  in  to  speak  to  the  Committee. 
L.  Jonash  noted  that  it  would  be  possible  to  set  aside  a  meeting  for  such  a  presentation. 

Al  Wilson  announced  that  the  Alewife  Businessman's  Association  in  conjunction  with 
the  Cambridge  Community  Development  Department  was  holding  a  meeting  to  discuss 
Alewife  transportation  issues.  They  had  invited  representatives  from  CARAVAN  and 
the  MBTA  Pass  Program  office  to  brief  the  members  on  their  respective  programs. 
The  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Thursday,  May  17th,  3:30  PM  at  the  of*:ces  of  Bolt,  Beranek 
and  Newman. 

Pete  Willis  from  Spaulding  and  Slye  indicated  that  they  were  very  supportive  of  and 
willing  to  participate  in  various  transportation  systems  management  programs. 

Steve  Kaiser  from  MEPA  announced  that  the  public  comment  period  on  the  DEIR  was 
over  May  9th.  He  noted  that  MEPA  would  like  to  issue  its  response  to  the  draft  by 
May  1 1th. 

Linda  Jonash  announced  that  the  next  Advisory  Committee  meeting  would  be  devoted 
primarily  to  a  discussion  of  the  preferred  alternative  for  interim  access.  Secretary 
Salvucci  would  attend  to  discuss  the  plan  with  Committee  Members  and  the  next 
steps  in  the  project  would  be  outlined.  Fay,  Spofford  and  Thorndike  would  attend  to 
briefly  present  and  distribute  copies  of  a  technical  memorandum  outlining  the 
expanded  number  of  alternatives  being  evaluated  for  the  permanent  roadway  improve- 
ments project.  This  memorandum  would  be  discussed  in  detail  at  the  following 
Advisory  Committee  meeting  on  June  6th. 
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3.    Minutes  of  May  15,  1984  Meeting 

(Selection  of  Preferred  Altenative  by  Secretary  Salvucci 
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ALEWIFE  TRANSPORTATION  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING 

MAY  15,  1984 


Corrections  to  the  minutes  of  April  25  ,  1984  were  as  follows: 

H.  Meyer  noted  that  page  1,  last  paragraph  should  read  "it  could  not  be  completed 
until  1986;"  page  2,  second  paragraph  should  read  "completed,"  not  "initiated;"  page  4, 
paragraph  6  should  be  changed  to  read  that  H.  Meyer  noted  it  would  be  fine  to  have 
developers  come  but  that  an  opportunity  should  also  be  given  to  environmental  groups 
to  come  and  speak. 

T.  Callaghan  noted  that  his  suggestion  that  developers  give  a  briefing  to  Committee 
Members  on  what  they  planned  to  do  in  the  area,  endorsed  by  Steve  Kaiser  of  MEPA 
had  been  omitted  from  the  minutes. 


Linda  Jonash  opened  the  meeting  by  reviewing  the  past  seven  months  in  terms  of  the 
Committee  and  the  target  events  that  led  up  to  the  interim  solution.  She  noted  that 
EOTC  had  been  approached  by  representatives  of  Arlington,  Cambridge  and  Belmont 
who  expressed  concern  over  present  traffic  congestion,  traffic  flowing  onto  neighbor- 
hood streets,  and  the  traffic  problems  that  might  occur  when  the  station  opened.  The 
concern  was  generated  over  the  interim  period,  after  the  station  opened  and  before 
the  permanent  Route  2  improvements  were  in  place. 

L.  Jonash  noted  that  in  response  to  these  concerns,  the  Governor  and  Secretary  Salvucci 
decided  to  look  into  interim  improvements  in  the  area.  The  Committee  was  then  asked  to 
evaluate  the  merits  of  different  interim  options  and  to  recommend  to  the  Secretary  their 
chosen  alternative. 

Linda  Jonash  noted  that  through  intensive  work  by  the  Committee  and  the  consulting  team, 
four  no  build  options  were  developed.  These  options  were  then  fully  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  which  was  issued  the  end  of  March.  The  DEIR  was 
presented  to  numerous  6roups,  and  has  gone  through  the  30-day  review  period.  MEPA 
has  issued  its  comments  and  concluded  that  the  draft  does  comply  with  State  environmental 
guidelines.  A  final  EIR  must  now  be  prepared  in  which  a  preferred  alternative  is  indicated. 

Mart  Coogan  th_.,  recapped  the  purpose  of  the  meeting  --  to  announce  the  decision  by 
Secretary  Salvucci  to  accept  the  recommendation/consensus  reached  by  the  Committee 
a  month  ago  regarding  an  interim  access  solution  to  the  Alewife  area. 

He  noted  that  Secretary  Salvucci  and  EOTC  were  strongly  committed  to  seeing  a  long- 
term,  permanent  solution  to  Route  2  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
with  federal  funding. 

M.  Coogan  noted  that  federally  funded  projects  took  a  longer  time  to  complete  because 
of  the  processes  involved.  He  noted  that  he  would  like  to  see  the  final  long-term 
solutions  in  place  in  the  next  four  to  five  years. 

He  also  noted  that  in  reaching  the  preferred  alternative  the  Committee  had  begun  with  the 
basic  notion  of  having  a  driveway  in  and  a  driveway  out  of  the  station  with  a  signal  on 
Route  2.  Through  the  hard  work  of  the  Committee,  a  more  complex  solution  evolved. 
Many  Committee  members  had  difficulty  with  a  traffic  light  on  Route  2.  After  further 
work  and  analysis,  the  Alternative  4  solution  evolved. 
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D.  D'Eramo  of  S&P  then  generally  reviewed  the  design  details  of  the  plan,  outlining 
the  pedestrian  access  provisions,  the  environmental  impacts  and  the  traffic  implications 
of  Alternative  4.  He  noted  that  the  goal  of  the  Committee  was  to  minimize  the  impact 
on  the  Alewife  Reservation.  Alternative  k  avoided  any  significant  impact  on  the 
wetlands  and  Reservation  area.    He  noted  that  the  pedestrian  access  options  designed 
as  of  this  date  are  very  conceptual  and  S&P  will  have  more  detailed  plans  in  three 
weeks. 

Secretary  Salvucci  thanked  the  Committee  for  their  hard  work.  He  then  noted  that  the 
group  was  getting  together  to  mark  an  important  point  in  the  participatory  process  and 
commented  briefly  on  the  history  leading  up  to  this  decision-making  point.  He  noted  that 
when  Governor  Dukakis  had  won  the  primary  Representative  Gibson,  Senator  Backrach 
and  Senator  Kraus  immediately  approached  him  to  question  what  his  approach  to  the 
traffic  problem  at  Alewife  would  be.  The  Governor  then  noted  that  it  would  be  a  top 
priority  of  his  administration  to  find  a  solution.  The  Secretary  also  noted  that  the  major 
construction  activities  associated  with  the  Redline  Extension  were  coming  to  a  close  and 
he  felt  the  traffic  disruption  caused  by  the  construction  at  Alewife  had  bottomed  out. 
Opening  the  Red  Line  station  and  completion  of  the  local  roadway  improvements  as  part 
of  the  station  construction  were  two  important  improvements  that  were  going  to  be 
seen  in  the  area.  Along  with  these  two  improvements,  the  Secretary  noted  that  there 
needed  to  be  interim  improvements  as  well  as  a  long-term  solution.  Through  the 
support  of  the  Committee,  the  interim  access  improvements  would  be  the  third 
significant  step  towards  improving  traffic  flows  in  the  area. 

The  Secretary  noted  that  though  Alternative  4  was  not  what  he  had  originally  had  in  mind 
when  he  had  begun  the  process,  it  does  do  the  job  of  making  another  significant  improve- 
ment in  the  traffic  situation  in  the  area.  He  also  noted  that  Option  k  avoided  major 
environmental  impact  in  both  wetlands  and  parklands,  moves  forward  for  better  traffic 
flows  in  the  area  a*nd  leaves  open  the  options  for  the  long-term  solution  that  is  really 
needed  in  the  area. 

Secretary  Salvucci  in  thanking  the  Committee  for  their  hard  work  and  consensus  asked 
that  they  continue  to  sacrifice  their  time  in  working  towards  long  range  improvements.  He 
also  stressed  the  need  for  the  Committee  to  participate  in  developing  the  requirements 
that  are  necessary  in  the  engineering  details  such  as  construction  staging  and  providing 
compensatory  storage  for  any  flood  storage  area  displaced. 

A  reporter  then  asked  the  Secretary  what  kind  of  improvement  would  be  seen.  The 
Secretary  responded  by  noting  that  he  believed  the  (T)  station  opening  would  not  make 
traffic  worse  and  indeed  may  improve  the  traffic.  He  anticipated  that  the  combination  of 
interim  access  and  the  station  opening  would  be  a  real  benefit  to  the  area  and  bring 
it  above  the  status  quo. 

Another  question  asked  to  the  Secretary  by  a  reporter  was  that  of  safety.  In  answering 
the  question,  the  Secretary  noted  he  believed  the  interim  access  would  improve  safety 
in  the  area  but  the  interim  access's  principle  advantage  would  be  to  reduce  congestion 
in  the  Alewife  area. 

When  asked  by  a  reporter  if  the  interim  access  would  become  permanent  because  of 
lack  of  federal  dollars,  the  Secretary  stated  that  he  didn't  think  so.  The  Secretary 
reiterated  his  commitment  to  a  long-term  permanent  set  of  improvements  to  address 
the  safety,  traffic,  congestion  and  access  problems  at  Alewife.  He  noted  that  it  was 
important  to  get  the  interim  solution  underway  while  continuing  to  work  towards  a 
permanent  solution. 
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When  questioned  as  to  why  it  wasn't  possible  to  firm  up  the  long  range  plans  a  few  years 
ago  to  avoid  spending  the  $3  million  for  interim  improvements,  Secretary  SaJvucci 
stated  that  the  $3  million  is  not  wasted  money  but  is  instead  a  down  payment  on  the 
long-term  permanent  solution.  He  also  noted  that  the  interim  access  was  a  result  of 
the  process  and  the  realization  of  the  problem  of  getting  cars  through  the  area  but  also 
respecting  the  area's  boundaries  and  environmental  values. 

L.  Jonash  then  noted  that  it  was  a  consensus  of  this  Committee  to  implement  a  very 
aggressive  ride-sharing  program  in  the  area  and  compliment  any  build  options  with  the 
no  build  alternatives  such  as  ride-sharing,  vanpool,  shuttle  buses.  She  noted  EOTC's 
commitment  to  work  with  area  developers  and  surrounding  communities  in  implementing 
these  "no  build"  alternatives  in  conjunction  with  a  build  alternative. 

In  responding  to  a  question  as  to  the  major  concerns  expressed  by  Committee  members 
during  the  planning  process  for  the  interim  access  project,  Linda  Jonash  noted:  reducing 
traffic  detouring  on  residential  streets  and  developing  strategies  that  would  be  sensitive 
to  environmental  concerns. 

Secretary  Saivucci  then  reiterated  his  strong  belief  that  the  (T)station  is  a  solution  and 
not  part  of  the  problem  in  the  area.  The  (T)  station  should  get  cars  off  the  road  which  is 
a  major  step  towards  the  solution. 

L.  Jonash  then  opened  the  meeting  up  to  Committee  members'  comments. 

Tom  Cailaghan,  Belmont,  reiterated  his  town's  concern  over  the  traffic  spilling  onto 
residential  streets  and  it  was  crucial  to  remedy  the  overflow  traffic  through  Belmont  by 
a  permanent  solution. 

H.  Meyer  then  questioned  the  validity  of  the  traffic  projections  in  the  DEIR  (see  attached 
memorandum)  and  suggested  that  these  projections  be  updated  to  take  into  account  more 
realistic  building  projections  for  the  area.  He  also  stated  his  belief  that  no  interim 
roadways  should  be  built  but  that  the  station  open  and  see  what  kind  of  problems  arise, 
if  any,  and  address  them  then.  He  recommended  that  c.ly  the  nonstructural  alternatives 
be  implemented. 

M.  Coogan  noted  that  in  response  to  the  traffic  figures  that  the  garage  could  open  and 
traffic  would  work  but  that  it  was  our  job  to  look  ahead. 

Secretary  Saivucci  in  addressing  H.  Meyer's  suggestion  stated  that  the  interim  access  should 
go  hand-in-hand  with  ride-sharing  programs,  carpools  and  other  no-build  alternatives.  He 
noted  that  the  interim  access  will  make  things  better  and  the  long-term  plan  will  make  it 
even  better  but  that  this  was  the  extent  of  the  tools  available  to  EOTC  to  help  with  traffic 
congestion  in  the  area.  He  then  noted  his  concern  that  the  various  cities  and  towns  be 
sensitive  to  the  level  of  development  that  can  reasonably  be  accommodated  in  the  area. 

M.  Miller  then  noted  that  if  we  are  going  to  relook  at  traffic  figures,  it  should  be  done 
now. 

Secretary  Saivucci  then  noted  that  traffic  figures  will  be  important  in  the  long  term  but 
that  at  present  the  Committee  has  reached  a  consensus  for  the  interim  access  and  it 
should  go  forward. 
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A.  McClennen  noted  that  H.  Meyer  raised  a  good  many  points  but  it  is  important  to  move 
forward  and  not  fall  into  the  old  trap.  Noting  that  the  solution  arrived  at  is  very 
manageable  both  in  time  and  money,  it  is  important  to  move  forward. 

C.  Mieth  noted  that  this  solution  is  a  regional  solution  to  a  regional  problem  and  that  the 
consensus  reached  is  gratifying.  She  noted  that  many  things  still  needed  to  be  looked 
into  further  such  as  the  relationship  to  the  MAPCOpen  Space  Plan,  compensatory  storage 
and  traffic  flows  through  the  proposed  new  Dewey  Almy  intersection. 

She  also  noted  that  everyone  always  talks  about  traffic  impacts  on  Arlington  and 
Belmont  neighborhoods  and  that  it  was  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  all  the  traffic  from 
these  two  areas  then  flows  through  Cambridge  on  their  way  to  downtown  Boston. 

F.  Baxter  noted  that  we  shouldn't  loose  sight  of  the  principle  concern  of  traffic  management 
along  with  environmental  concerns.  He  reiterated  that  the  project  should  move  forward 
and  not  slow  down.  In  terms  of  the  traffic  projections,  F.  Baxter  noted  that  he  leans 
toward  overestimating  the  numbers  so  that  the  solution  arrived  at  will  work  over  a  long 
period.  He  then  directed  the  question  of  the  opening  of  the  garage  to  Secretary  Salvucci. 

In  response  to  F.  Baxter's  question,  the  Secretary  noted  that  no  exact  date  for  the  garage 
opening  had  been  arrived  at  and  that  he  and  General  Manager  O'Leary  would  look  at  the 
progress  of  the  interim  access  before  making  a  judgment.  He  also  noted  that  if  there  was 
a  problem,  the  garage  capacity  could  be  restrained.  He  also  noted  that  he  and  3.  O'Leary 
would  be  looking  to  the  Committee  for  their  suggestions  on  the  opening. 

D.  Sheridan  noted  that  there  was  a  definite  need  to  refine  the  traffic  numbers  and  that 

if  the  numbers  were  refined  it  might  be  found  that  the  access  road  might  not  be  necessary. 

M.  Coogan  and  Secretary  Salvucci  reiterated  their  commitment  to  seeing  the  long-term 
project  in  place.  They  noted  that  they  were  committed  to  seeing  a  right  and  proper  end 
to  Route  2. 

J.  Carabello  noted  that  the  interim  access  does  improve  the  traffic  flows  and  that  overall 
improvements  will  have  to  go  on.  He  noted  that  development  is  a  major  concern  to  the 
area  and  that  a  final  solution  must  be  implemented  to  improve  the  entire  area. 

G.  Teso  commented  that  he  was  pleased  to  see  a  consensus  and  that  he  just  wanted  to 
reiterate  that  the  project  should  go  forward. 

E.  Fiore  expressed  her  concern  over  lack  of  proper  addressing  of  environmental  issues  ir 
the  DEIR.  She  stressed  her  belief  that  the  Dewey  Almy  Circle  does  work  and  she  does 
not  want  to  see  the  interim  access  alternative  implemented.  She  also  noted  that  she 
doesn't  feel  that  developers  should  have  roads  built  for  their  use. 

F.  Baxter  noted  that  since  the  inner  belt  was  killed,  the  communities  effectively  became 
the  inner  belt  and  that  the  problems  must  be  addressed  with  that  fact  in  mind. 

Secretary  Salvucci  reiterated  that  he  is  not  redesigning  an  end  to  Route  2  or  moving  the 
bottleneck  further  into  town  but  is  instead  interested  in  obtaining  a  graceful  transition 
of  Route  2  into  the  communities  to  service  their  needs.  He  also  noted  that  he  is  very 
interested  and  aware  of  the  environmental  concern  of  both  E.  Fiore  and  H.  Meyer  and 
is  hopeful  of  solving  this  problem  permanently  with  a  great  regard  for  the  environment. 
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L.  Jonash  noted  that  there  were  many  things  that  still  needed  to  be  worked  on  with 
Alternative  4  such  as  additional  traffic  work,  environmental  issues  regarding  compensa- 
tory storage,  pedestrian  access,  and  legislation  for  change  of  use,  construction  phasing. 

L.  Jonash  then  highlighted  the  next  steps  in  the  project  and  the  outstanding  issues 
requiring  particular  attention.  They  were: 

8  response  to  comments  and  preparation  of  final  EIR  indicating  Alternate  4  as 
the  preferred  plan; 

0  obtaining  legislation  enabling  a  change  of  use  in  MDC  property  from  parkland 
to  transportation  uses; 

0  developing  a  detailed  plan  for  providing  compensatory  storage  for  any  flood 
storage  area  to  be  displaced  by  the  project; 

°  refining  the  pedestrian  access  plans; 

°  developing  a  mitigation  program  to  address  parkland  impacts; 

°  refining  the  preliminary  concept  plan  for  signalization  of  the  Dewey  Almy 
rotary; 

°  developing  a  construction  phasing  plan. 

Dean  Groves  of  Fay,  Spofford  and  Thorndike  then  distributed  copies  of  a  technical  memorandum 
outlining  the  expanded  number  of  design  concepts  being  evaluated  as  part  of  the  Route  2 
improvements  project.  This  memorandum  will  be  presented  and  discussed  at  the  next 
Advisory  Committee  Meeting  on  June  6th. 


Meeting  adjourned  at  5:20  PM. 
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Kay  IS,  l^SU 


To: 


Chair  &  Members,  ATAC 


From: 


Mystic  ftivei  Watershed  A 


Member 


Subj.:  Developm-mt  Projections  and  Trip  Generation 

1.  The  traffic  analysis  in  the  DEIR  b931  for  the  Alewife  Station  Interim  Access, 
chap.  IV. B,  derives  its  traffic  volume  forecasts  from  the  development  program  of 
the  Spaulding  k  Slye  EIR  b5l2  for  the  CambridgePark.  That  program  is  based  on  prc- 
1982  assumptions.  It  is  suggested  that  they  be  updated  to  provide  reliable  trip 
generation  analyses  for  the  Interim  Access  FEIR,  vhich  is  scheduled  for  this  summer. 

2.  According  to  the  Spaulding  &  Slye  EIR,  p.  III-2,  their  building  ffl  is  schedulea 
for  198b  and  the  total  project  of  three  buildings  for  1987.  The  #1  comprises 
153,000  square  feet  (sf.)  anc  the  total  6?0,000  sf.  It  is  noteworthy  thai  the 
Traffic  Projections  and  Analyses  for  the  Alewife  Boulevard  by  N .  A.  Abend  u  Segal/ 
EiSarcina  of  April,  1?8U,  use  the  same  floor  space  figures  based  on  assumptions, 
which  the  Cambridge  Community  Development  Department  made  after  consultation  with 
landowners  and  potsntial  developers;  see  page  5  of  that  report. 

3.  The  DEIR  b931  for  Interim  Access  summarizes  the  development  projections  in  table 
VI-A  on  p.  69,  which  compares  the  proposes  floor  space    of  i'h931  with  those  of 

the  Alewife  Boulevard  and  Spaulding  anu  Slye's  DEIR  and  FEIR.  The  projections  are 
given  for  the  assumed  station  opening  in  1981a  and  the  highway  permanent  improvements 
assumed  for  1987.  The  second  line  of  table  VI-A  lists  the  figures  for  "Trianglt- 
CambridgePark" . 

b.  These  pre-1962  development  projections  appear  to  be  dated  by  now;  e.  g.,  Spaulding 
#1  scheduled  for  occupancy  in  198b  is  not  ready.  As  for  his  fj2  4  3,  he  went  for  a 
variance  last  month  for  #2,  which  means  redesign  ana  delay.  And  the  impression  is 
that  he  wants  to  see  first  how  the  renting  of  #1  goes.  The  £2  may  well  be  finshed 
after  the  1987  dead  line  for  the  permanent  highway  improvements.  Spaulding  intends 
to  monitor  the  market  demand  before  he  continues  to  construct  stepwise  building  by 
building.  Thus,  his  completion  date  for  the  total  project  has  become  open-ended. 

Similar  considerations  pertain  to  all  the  other  development  projects  which  the 
table  VI-A  is  listing.  Very  few,  if  any  of  them,  will  be  operational  before  1987. 
All  the  floo"  space  and  room  quantities  of  the  table  seem  to  be  in  need  of  a 
realistic  re-scheduling  by  the  Cambridge  Community  Development  Department  with  the 
help  of  a  fresh  consultation  with  landowners  and  potential  builders. 

5.   The  KBTA  may  wish  to  prepare  such  revised  schedule  for  its  FEIS  in  collaboration 
with  the  ATAC.  Its  traffic  consultant  will  re-analyze  his  trip  generation  for  198U 
anJ  1987.  The  T's  interim  access  consultant  will,  then,  re-evaluate  the  need  for 
interim  alternatives  in  the  light  of  the  updated  development  program.  There  is  the 
possibility  that  any  development  impact  on  traffic  congestion  may  become  small  and 
remain  within  the  margin  of  statistical  error.  The  originally  optimistic  anticipation 
has  given  way  to  a  more  deliberate  pace  which  appears  to  have  put  in  question  the 
purpose  of  interim  access  to  the  station  and  Kindge  Avenue  Extension. 
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ALEWIFE  TRANSPORTATION  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
MINUTES  —  June  6,  1984 

Corrections  to  the  minutes  of  May  15  were  as  follows: 

Thomas  Callaghan  requested  that  Secretary  Salvucci's  quote  regarding  the  proposed 
ending  of  Route  2  be  given  verbatim.  The  quote  is  as  follows: 

"I  am  not  intending  to  increase  the  capacity  of  Route  2.  We  need  a 
graceful  transition  from  Route  2  into  the  communities.  I  am  not 
interested  in  moving  the  present  bottleneck  to  Concord  Avenue  but 
rather  solving  the  issue  in  the  area." 


Dean  Groves  and  Rodney  Plourde  of  FS&T  presented  Route  2  design  schemes  previously 
reviewed  in  memorandum  dated  May  15.  Rodney  Plourde  noted  that  these  schemes  are 
in  rheir  early  design  phase  and  therefore  do  not  contain  bicycle/pedestrian  access.  He 
also \oted  that  the  analysis  is  based  upon  traffic  figures  generated  througn  other 
studies*  CTPS  is  now  undertaking  a  comprehensive  update  of  traffic  projections  for  the 
area.  \ 

Scheme\A  —  No  Build 

This  scheme  contains  present  roadway  conditions  and  roadway  improvements  under 
MBTA  Contract  #602.  There  would  be  no  additional  bicycle/pedestrian  access 
except  for  tho^e  improvements  included  under  Contract  #602. 

Frank  Baxter  questioned  why  the  "no-build"  schern^did  not  include  the  proposed 
Interim  Access  improvements. 


Linda  Jonash  respondedxthat  until  the  Interirpr  Access  improvements  became  a 
formally  approved  project\(i.e.,  complete  Final  EIR)  the  no-build  alternative  had 
to  reflect  existing  conditions.  When  the/Interim  Access  project  becomes  more 
definite,  the  no-build  alternative  would'need  to  be  modified  to  incorporate  it. 
The  State  might  need  to  includeMwo/rio-build"  options  in  the  EIS  --  one  with 
interim  access  and  one  without  ity*At  ?  minimum  there  would  need  to  be  an 
alternative  that  did  not  have  ramps  across  the  Reservation  and  that  would  require 
removal  of  any  ramp  built  for  interim  pyrposes. 

Tom  Callaghan  questioned  Wny  the  no-builb\option  --  and  all  other  alternatives  -- 
assumed  the  Alewife  Boulevard  project  was  lKolace.  Tom  noted  that  Belmont 
had  always  taken  the  position  that  it  was  segmentation  to  delete  consideration  of 
this  project  from  the^oute  2  EIS. 

Linda  Jonash  responded  that  the  MEPA  scope  specified  that  Alewife  Boulevard  was 
a  given  for  all  alternatives.  v 

Steve  Kaiser  responded  that  at  the  time  the  Route  2  EIS  scb^e  was  prepared, 
the  Boulevard  Project  was  much  more  a  reality.  Now  conditions  had  changed 
and  the  status  of  the  project  was  very  uncertain.  Steve  indicated  MEPA  may 
re-evaluate  the  scope  given  the  changed  conditions  regarding  the  "Alewife  Boulevard 
and  Interim  Access  projects.  \ 

\ 

Dick  Easier  commented  that  reconstruction  of  the  Truss  Bridge  should  prsbably 
be  considered  part  of  the  no-build  option  since  the  State  will  have  to  replace  the 
bridge  regardless  of  whether  a  permanent  Route  2  project  is  approved. 
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4.    Minutes  of  August  22,  1984  Meeting 

(Discussion  by  ATAC  of  Monograph  on  the  Application  of 
Transportation  System  Management) 
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ALEWIFE  TRANSPORTATION  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
August  22,  1984 

Discussion  of: 

"Monograph  on  the  Application  of  Transportation  Systems  Management  Measures  a 
an  Element  of  the  MBTA  Alewife  Station  Interim  Access  Project". 

Prepared  by  Sverdrup  &  Parcel  and  Associates,    Inc.    in  association  with 
Segal/DiSarcina  Associates  dated  August  1984. 

The  Monograph  was  summarized  by  D.  D'Eramo  of  Sverdrup  &  Parcel  and  Associates 

The  following  are  the  comments  made  by  the  committee  members  present. 

Richard  Easier  -  Made  comments  on  portions  of  text.    Agrees  with  Monograph's 
conclusion. 

Carolyn  Mieth  -  Accepts  Monograph 

Herbert  Meyer  -  Presented  attached  Memorandum  dated  August  22,  1984. 

A  written  response  to  the  Memorandum  as  requested  by  ATAC  is 
attached. 

Marvin  Miller  -  After  reading  the  Monograph,  he  is  more  convinced  that  "build" 
is  the  right  solution. 

Frank  Baxter  -  Agrees  with  Marvin  Miller. 

George  Teso  -  Accepts  Monograph. 

Tom  Callaghan  -  Accepts  Monograph. 

Not  commenting:  Al  Wilson,  Dick  Sheridan  and  Linda  Jonash. 
Not  present:    Alan  McClennon,  Jr.;  Joseph  P.  Carabello,  Jr. 

Complete  minutes  of  the  meeting  are  available. 
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August  22,  195U 


To:         Chair  and  Members,  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee 

Fro;'.:      Mystic  River  Watershed  Association,  hemb' r 

3ubj .      iverdrup  Monograph  on  Transportation  System  Management  Techniques,  .^ugust  1 

The  monograph  is  an  effort  in  th<-  right  direction,  i'he  MR'MA  likes  to  offer  a  few 
comments  to  be  discussed  on  August  22.  We  assume  that  the  comments  by  the  members 
will  be  appended  to  the  forthcoming  H3TA  FEIR  #h?31  together  with  ths  T's  responses 
to  then. 

1.    ALEWIFE  SPECIF ICES 

The  monograph  stresses  the  need  to  prevent  the  garage  traffic  from  interfering 
with  the  through  traffic  on  the  parkway  and  to  reduce  congestion  at  the  intersectic 
with  F.indge  Avenue  Extension  (Rindge).  It  is  estimated  that  almost  half  of  the 
garage  traffic  has  until  now  been  a  part  of  the  through  traffic.  Tnis  fact  will 
relieve  some  of  the  morning  peak  congestion.  Some  of  the  TSiMT's  may  have  a  sindlar 
effect.  Experience  has  shown  that  such  reduction  of  the  traffic  volume  tends  to 
induce  commuters  who  have  been  reaching  downtown  by  other  routes  to  drive  througn 
Alewife. 

Cn  the  other  hand,  the  Red  Line  Extension  has  the  oDjective  to  relieve  traffic 
and  parking  congestion  in  3oston  and  Cambridge.  Thus,  the  T  has  no  interest  to 
ease  the  Alewife  through  traffic.  Secretary  Salvucci  has  expressed  the  same  sentime 
at  our  meeting  of  May  15.  Consequently,  the  congestion  on  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway 
serves  a  specific  purpose.  Although  it  is  desired  that  improvements  make  traffic 
flow  smoother  on  the  parkway,  they  must  not  result  in  more  automobiles  getting 
through  to  downtown.  This  applies  equally  for  the  commuter  diversion  to  the  subway, 
to  garage  parking,  interim  and  parmanent  road  constructions,  and  TSMT's.  An 
advantage  of  the  T3MT  is  that  they  can  be  adjusted  to  any  changing  conditions  of 
the  future  so  that  the  parkway  flow  gets  smooth,  but  the  traffic  volume  remains 
the  same. The  15SMT  can  be  tuned  up  and  down,  while  that  would  be  costly,  slow, 
disruptive,  even  unfeasible  with  structural  alternatives. 


II.    ANALYSIS  ASSUMPTIONS  UPDATE 

Sverdrup  uses  for  the  interim  access  DEIR  the  1982  and  1987  traffic  volumes  of 
Spaulding  &  Slye  (fig.  2  (S&S  IV-A-2)  and  fig.  1U  (S&S  VI-A-lU),  and  S&P.  fig, 
VI-C  and  VI -F  on  next  page).  Also  shown  are  fig.  6,  12  and  10,  which  are  the 
S&S  figures  for  the  No-Build  and  Build  of  198U,  and  the  No-Build  of  1987-  We  show 
the  morning  rush  hours  only, to  conform  to  the  monograph. 

The  monograph  states  (p.  2,  end  of  III)  that  the  station  operates  well  if  the 
number  of  cars  turning  right  into  Rindge  in  the  morning  is  reduced  from  l3U5/hr 
(fig.  F)  to  about  750.  Of  the  13U5  cars  1000  are  parking  and  200  are  drop-off s. 
The  comparative  S&S  fig.  1U  indicates  1306  cars  turning  right  into  Rindge.  700 
of  them  turn  into  the  station,  oi  which  500  park  and  200  drop-off.  The  1000 
cars/hr  are  an  extreme  number.  The  whole  garage  would "be  filled  in  two  hours 
and  the  garage  open  for  access  only  from  7  to  9  A.M.  Also,  this  is  in  contradiction 
to  the  monograph  statement  thaf'the  station  operates  well"  with  about  750  cars/hr 
turninr  right  into  Rindge  (p.  2). 
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The  proposed  development  programs  serve  as  the  basic  assumptions  for  the  Alewife 
trip  forecasts.  The  floor  space  quantities  proposed  by  three  studies,  the  Alewife 
Boulevard,  2      ana  3„ -J5,  have  been  taken  over  by  the  monograph  from  th  comparative 
table  ;i-A  of  the  S;£?  DEIR.  The.,-  are  causing  a  problem  with  the  evaluation  of  the 
TSMT  in  the  monograph  and  thus,  in  the  forthcoming  FEIR.  That  problem  was  explained 
in  the  M-flJA  memorandum  of  May  l£.  Secretary  Salvucci  indicated  that  the  committee 
should  look  into  it  further,  i'he  development  projections  date  from  the  years  previou: 
to  1982.  It  is  only  natural  that  they  should  be  updated  every  few  years;  e  .g.,  both 
SicS  and       ;i.  Grace  '..'ant  to  see  how  well  their  buildings  i;  1  are  leasing  before 
they  decide  on  size  and  timing  of  subsequent  phases. 

As  a  result  of  such  updated  development  time  table  the  numbers  of  the  monograph 
_'or  the  right  turn  into  rtindge  may  differ  by  less  than  the  13U5  -  750  =  1095  cars,  as 
mentioned  on  its  p.  2.  This  reduction  allows  to  evaluate  the  effect  of  rSKT  more 
fairly.  One  should  not  forget,  moreover,  that  S&P  have  stated  all  along  that  the 
station  would  function  Satisfactorily  with  only  the  iiindge  access.  The  MRWA  is 
confident  that  well  tested  and  selected  T3HI  will  suffice  without  temp  or? -y  ramps. 
This  is  trie  essence  of  the  MRWA  memorandum  of  Hay  31.  It  is  scheduled  to  be  Lhe 
committee's  next  agenda  item. 


III.      ALEftlrS  3Y  THE  YEAR  2000 

The  monograph  lists  two  objectives  for  the  TSKT  at  Alewife, maximizing  the  use 
of  the  station  and  reducing  local  traffic  volume.  These  are  legitimate  objectives. 
The  recent  example  of  the  town  of  Belmont  indicates  that  strictly  local  interests 
can  lead  to  TSMT  of  questionable  regional  consequences.  The  management  proposal 
to  bar  access  from  Route  2  to  Belmont  between  7  and  9  A.  M.    will  keep  the  town 
streets  free  of  congestionj  it  will  not  help  the  overall  wider  station  area 
traffic  flow.   It  may  shift  the  congestion  merely  to  streets  of  the  town  of  Arlington 

The  city  of  Cambridge  has  introduced  strict  parking  regulations  and  zoning  by- 
laws. The  three  communities  would  have  to  collaborate  to  achieve  compatible 
management  measures  in  order  to  benefit  the  so-called  new-town-in-town  as  a  whole. 
The  private  developers  have  made  enthusiastic  plans,  but  there  are  indications 
that  the  leasing  of  the  completed  floor  space  procedes  slowly.  Their  intentions 
to  apply  voluntary  management  measures  for  local  traffic  and  parking  are  welcome. 
To  make  them  effective  for  the  Alewife  area  as  a  whole,  their  management  techniques 
must  be  coordinated.  The  FEIR  of  S&S  has  made  this  point  already  (p.  VTII-A-9). 

The  overriding  objective  of  all  the  ongoing  activities  at  Alewife,  including 
the  management  measures,  should  have  been,  and  should  be  in  the  immediate  future, 
to  strive  for  an  Alewife  which  by  2000  will  be  a  place  where  people  like  to 
work,  live  and  relax.  Their  objectives  should  evolve  from  broadening  of  the  tax 
base  and  urbanization  to  the  regional  awareness  of  a  healthy  balance  among 
social,  environmental  and  growth  concerns.  In  turn,  such  evolution  will  benefit 
all  the  sometimes  conflicting  interests.  The  MRWA  suggests  that  the  monograph 
enlarge  the  list  of  its  TSlfT  objectives  for  the  sake  of  a  successful  Alewife  2000. 
The  congestion  in  Arlington  and  Belmont  may  be_  outside  the  S&P  project  area,  but 
that  should  not  keep  the  monograph  to  consider ~TSMT  in  a  regional  context. 
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rv.    jo»  :lijs  i  on  s/kejomme  nations 

The  MHWA  suggests  that  the  monograph  include  the  following: 

Jo  i'ocus  on  the  specific  Alewife  options  o    now  to  keep  tne  through  traffic  destini 
to  the  metropolitan  business  district  constant  at  the  present  level  or  reduce  it. 

•»    The  objective  of  a  regionally  coordinatea  Alewife  2000.  Such  neighborhood  stabilit; 
-  open  space  -  growth  "joint  development"  approach  would  prevent  potential 
time-and-moneywise  costly  confrontations.  Already  the  S&S  F3IR  expressed  the 
expectation  that  tht  State  appointed  Alewife  Transportation  Coordinator  would  be 
instrumental  in  initiating  a  renewed  interest  in  joint  planning  ana  cooperation 
(p.  7III-A-?). 

j'c  update  the  development-program  timetable  eating  from  pre-l?c2  days  (  D£Ih 
U931  table  7I-A)  to  present-day  projections.  This  update  will  reduce  the  estimated 
1987  traffic  impacts. 

*  To  recuce  the  goai  of  one  thousand  (1,000)  'jars  parKing  in  a  single  nour  (  from 
7  to  8  A.M.  )  in  the  garage  to  a  more  average  number. 

*  To  include  in  the  calculation  of  the  high-occupancy-effect  (HVO)  cars  with  triangl 
destination  (sec.  V.C.).The  monograph  is  estimating  at  present  only  the  ciiect  of 

an  HVO  strategy  on  a  reJuct:  c     :£   automobiles  headed  for  the  g3r?;ge.  Such 
inclusion  would  bolster  the-  effect    oT  t.:at  management  technique.  The  developer 
S^cS         expressed  the  willingness  to  adopt  the  TSMT  in  his  EIR. 

The  MRWA  recommends  to  the  committee: 

-.r  To  give  the  advice  to  the  T  to  perform  after  the  station  opening  a  fair  and 
comprehensive  testing  of  TSMT  -  including  beforehand  a  public  education 
campaign  regionwide. 


c .  c.  : 

D .  D ' Eramo 

5.  Kaiser 

13.  Kidston 

S.  Mygatt 
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SVERDRUP  &  PARCEL/SEGAL  DISARCINA 


Written   Response   to  Memorandum  from  Mystic    River  Watershed 
Association,  Member;  dated  August  22,  1984  on  Monograph. 

The  following  are  generalized  comments: 

A.  Development  Assumptions 

The  MRWA  member's  memo  incorrectly  assumes  that  the  development 
assumptions  used  in  the  Alewife  Interim  Access  DEIR  and  the  Monograph  were 
directly  from  the  S&S  Cambridgepark  FEIR.    The  Alewife  Interim  Access  DEIR  used 
the  S&S  development  assumptions  as  a  starting  point,  but  then,  in  accordance 
with  the  directives  of  the  MEPA  ENF  Certificate  letter,   updated  those 
assumptions. 

The  results  of  that  updating  were  documented  in  Technical  Memorandum 
Nos.  1  and  3,  prepared  by  Segal/DiSarcina  Associates  in  November  1983,  which 
were  distributed  to  the  ATAC  for  discussion  and  which  were  published  as  appen- 
dices in  the  Alewife  Interim  access  DEIR.    In  addition,  on  page  66  of  the  DEIR, 
the  Analysis  Assumptions  text  explicitly  notes  how  the  development  program  was 
determined. 

Thus,  the  suggestion  made  by  MRWA  member  on  page  4  "To  update  the 
development-program  timetable  dating  from  pre-1982  days  (DEIR  4931  Table  VI-A) 
to  present-day  projections.    This  update  will  reduce  the  estimated  1987  traffic 
impacts",  is  not  applicable  as  the  development  program  assumptions  were  updated 
prior  to  preparing  the  traffic  forecasts. 

B.  Traffic  Forecast  Assumptions 

The  MEPA  ENF  Certificate  letter  directed  that  the  Alewife  study  use 
the  1987  Build  volumes  developed  in  the  S&S  Final  EIR  for  Cambridgepark.  These 
volumes  differ  somewhat  from  the  volumes  cited  in  Figure  10  which  were  taken 
from  the  S&S  Draft  EIR. 

The  difference  between  the  non-MBTA  TRIPS  (309  in  Figure  F  and  273  in 
Figure  14)  are  due  to  additional  non-Cambridgepark  traffic  on  Rindge  Avenue 
Extension  not  accounted  for  in  the  S&S  FEIR. 

The  difference  between  the  MBTA  TRIPS  (1,200  in  Figure  F  and  700  in 
Figure  14)  is  due  to  different  assumptions  regarding  the  number  of  MBTA  trips 
going  to  the  station  in  the  AM  peak  hour. 

The  MRWA  memorandum  concludes  that  the  Alewife  DEIR  forecasts  are  then 
incorrect  and  that  the  right  turn  into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  may  be  high  by  as 
much  as  "1,095  cars".    This  conclusion  does  not  have  merit  as  it  is  based  upon 
incorrect  or  inappropriate  references  to  the  S&S  DEIR. 

In  compliance  with  the  MEPA  ENF  letter,  the  traffic  projections  for 
the  Alewife  DEIR  were  based  upon  the  S&S  FEIR  forecasts  (in  Figure  VIII -A- 1 )  and 
were  modified  by  an  updated  development  program  prepared  for  the  Alewife  DEIR. 
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This  is  described  in  the  third  paragraph  of  Section  2,  Analysis  Assumptions,  on 
page  66  of  the  Alewife  DEIR.     This  process  was  discussed  at  several  ATAC 
meetings  early  in  the  study  process. 

C.  Garage  Peak  Hour  Volumes 

The  MRWA  memorandum  recommends  a  "more  average  number"  of  garage  peak 
hour  volumes.    The  major  purpose  of  the  Red  Line  Extension  is  to  remove  auto- 
mobiles from  the  peak  period  traffic  flows. 

The  Alewife  DEIR  used  a  peak  hour  traffic  volume  of  1,200  vehicles 
(1,000  parked  and  200  drop-off)  because  that  value  more  closely  approximates  the 
experience  at  other  transit  stations.    Generally,  over  50  percent  of  MBTA 
parking  garage/lot  arrivals  occur  during  a  one-hour  morning  peak  hour.    As  a 
part  of  this  study  effort,  a  survey  was  made  of  morning  park-ride  arrivals  at 
Wellington  Station.    Seven  hundred  and  eight  (or  66  percent)  arrived  during  the 
morning  peak  hour  out  of  a  total  of  1,071  vehicles  over  a  two  hour  peak  period. 
Thus,  the  assumption  that  50  percent  (1,000  vehicles  of  a  garage  capacity  of 
2,000)  is  more  realistic. 

D.  HOV  Calculations 

The  MRWA  memorandum  suggests: 

"To  include  in  the  calculation  of  the  high-occupancy-effect  (HVO)  cars 
with  triangle  destination  (Sec.  V.C.).    The  Monograph  is  estimating  at 
present  only  the  effect  of  an  HVO  strategy  on  a  reduction  of  automo- 
biles headed  for  the  garage.    Such  inclusion  would  bolster  the  effect 
of  an  HVO  strategy  on  a  reduction  of  automobiles  headed  for  the 
garage.    Such  inclusion  would  bolster  the  effect  of  that  management 
technique.    The  developer  S&S  expressed  the  willingness  to  adopt  the 
TSMT  in  his  EIR. 

This   MRWA  conclusion/recommendation  appears  to  state  that  the 
Monograph  estimated  the  effect  of  HOV  strategies  on  only  MBTA  garage-ground 
vehicles.    In  Section  V-C  on  page  9  of  the  Monograph  is  an  analysis  of  both  HOV 
and  mode  split  for  both  MBTA  and  Cambridgepark  vehicles. 

E.  Through  Traffic  Assumptions 

The  MRWA  memorandum  makes  a  number  of  comments  concerning  through 
traffic  assumptions. 

These  comments  are  difficult  to  understand.  They  appear  to  want  to 
improve  garage  access,  while  maintaining  congestion  levels. 

The  Alewife  DEIR  does  not  deal  with  the  larger  issues  of  access  in 
general  with  the  Alewife  area.  That  issue  is  rather  one  of  the  tasks  of  the 
MDPW's  current  Route  2  EIS  effort. 

The  Alewife  DEIR  deals  primarily  with  providing  sufficient  access  to 
the  garage.    Because  traffic  issues  are  often  synergistic,  the  provision  of  that 
access  could  have  other  effects.    One  of  those  effects  is  that  all  garage 
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traffic  is  not  new  traffic.    Rather  some  50  percent  of  the  garage  traffic  is 
diverted  from  existing  traffic.    That  diversion  effect  is  shown  in  the  straight 
through  movement  on  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  southbound  past  Rindge  Avenue  Exten- 
sion.   The  1982  existing  volume  is  2,525  vehicles.    The  1987  projected  volume  is 
1,991  vehicles;  a  reduction  of  574  vehicles— about  50  percent  of  the  1,000  peak 
hour  garage  park-ride  vehicles. 

The  result  should  be  that  drivers  presently  traveling  through  neigh- 
borhood streets  in  Belmont,  Arlington  and  Cambridge  to  avoid  the  congestion 
would  divert  to  the  major  roadways  in  the  northwest.    The  major  point  made  in 
the  Monograph  is  that  the  Red  Line  Extension  to  Alewife  is  a  very  significant 
Transportation  System  Management  improvement  in  itself  for  the  Northwest  Region. 
In  order  for  this  TSM  measure  to  be  effective,  unimpeded  access  to  the  station/ 
garage  must  be  provided  for  all  vehicles,  HOV's,  buses,  vans,  etc. 
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DETAILED  TRAFFIC  WORK  SHEETS 

(Under  Separate  Cover) 
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ROUTE  2  ROTARY  ISSUES 


The  DEIR  made  capacity  calculations  of  the  levels  of  service  of  the 
rotary  at  Route  2  and  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  for  the  existing  base  case  and 
several  alternatives.    The  DEIR  noted  (on  page  75)  that  the  calculations 
yielded  "...  unreal istically  high  v/c  ratios;  however,  the  calculations 
are  relevant  in  that  they  show  the  differences  among  alternatives". 

The  EOEA  Certificate  noted  that  the  ".  .  Final  EIR  must  substantially 
revamp  the  analysis  of  rotary  capacity  to  show  proper  calibration  and  thus 
become  more  realistic  and  useful  as  a  prediction  method  at  Alewife". 

UNSIGNALIZED  ROTARIES 

The  DEIR  rotary  calculations  were  made  using  a  formula  in  the  Trans- 
portation and  Traffic  Engineering  Handbook,  published  by  the  Institute  of 
Transportation  Engineers.    The  formula  includes  a  logarithmic  term  defined 
as  "log"  which  convention  defines  as  a  "base  10"  logarithm  and  which  base 
was  used  in  the  DEIR  capacity  calculations.    In  subsequent  reviews  with 
other  transportation  professionals,  it  was  discovered  that  the  text  was  in 
error  and  that  the  proper  logarithmic  form  is  "In"  which  is  the  "natural" 
base  of  "e  or  2.72".    A  recalculation  of  all  of  the  rotary  alternatives  was 
then  made  and  the  v/c  ratios  became  more  realistic. 

Capacity  calculations  of  unsignalized  intersections  (like  rotaries) 
are  also  particularly  sensitive  to  "gap"  duration;  the  number  of  seconds  of 
time  between  successive  vehicles  in  a  traffic  stream.    In  the  DEIR  rotary 
calculations,  a  gap  duration  of  2.5  seconds  was  used.    In  congested  situa- 
tions where  vehicles  move  slowly,  smaller  gap  durations  are  present.    A  gap 
duration  of  2.0  seconds  (between  successive  vehicles  continuously  for  an 
hour)  is  certainly  approaching  the  lower  limit.    While  gap  durations  of 
2.0  seconds  are  achievable,  the  FEIR  rotary  calculations  were  performed 
using  gap  durations  of  both  2.0  and  2.5  seconds  to  determine  the 
sensitivity  of  small  changes  in  gap  durations. 

The  revised  v/c  calculations  are  shown  in  Table  E-l,  Route  2  Rotary 
Area  Calculations.  The  column  labeled  DEIR  shows  the  rotary  v/c  calcula- 
tions from  the  DEIR  which  are  in  error  and  should  be  discarded;  but  are 
shown  only  for  information. 

In  the  FEIR  columns  for  all  alternates  which  retain  the  rotary,  the 
calculations  indicate  v/c  ratios  in  excess  of  1.0  except  for  the  1982 
existing  PM  peak  hour.    The  latter  two  columns  in  the  table  show  the  total 
traffic  entering  and  exiting  the  rotary  area  for  the  various  alternates. 
The  FEIR  v/c  ratio  calculations  increase  generally  as  the  traffic  volumes 
increase,  indicating  a  consistency  in  the  calculation  methodology. 

Of  particular  interest  is  the  fact  that  the  AM  v/c  ratios  are  always 
significantly  higher  than  the  PM  v/c  ratios  for  a  particular  alternate, 
even  though  the  sum  of  AM  and  PM  traffic  volumes  differ  only  marginally. 
This  is  due  to  the  calculation  methodology. 
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During  the  AM  peak  hour,  the  predominant  flow  is  the  right-turn  from 
Route  2  to  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  southbound,  while  during  the  PM  peak  hour, 
the  predominant  flow  is  the  left  turn  from  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  northbound 
to  Route  2  westbound.    These  are  the  expected,  complimentary  movements. 

The  AM  right-turn  flow  is  an  outside  flow,  not  theoretically  involved 
in  the  weaving  traffic  itself.    The  PM  left-turn  flow  goes  through  the 
rotary  and  is  the  predominant  flow  in  the  middle  of  the  rotary.  Intuition 
indicates  then,  that  the  AM  v/c  ratios  should  be  lower  than  the  PM 
v/c  ratios  since  the  predominant  AM  flow  is  outside  of  the  weaving  traffic 
area  while  the  predominant  PM  flow  is  inside  the  weaving  traffic  area. 

The  calculations,   in  fact,  yield  just  the  opposite;  better  PM 
v/c  ratios  and  worse  AM  v/c  ratios.    This  is  perhaps  explained  by  the 
calculation  methodology  which  assigns  large  "benefits"  to  a  very  large 
weaving  movement  which   "forces"   its  way  through  the  rotary  almost 
irrespective  of  other  flows.    This  is  the  Alewife  PM  situation.    In  cases 
where  all  weaving  movements  are  more  equally  balanced,  each  approach  "pays" 
some  significant  cost  in  delay  such  that  the  average  v/c  ratio  of  all 
approaches  increases  significantly.    This  is  the  Alewife  AM  situation. 

The  general  conclusion  of  the  unsignalized  rotary  analysis  is  that  the 
projected  1987  Build  traffic  volumes  cause  excessive  increases  in  v/c 
ratios  even  for  the  shortest  possible  gap  time  of  2.0  seconds.    For  the 
No  Build  alternates,  the  v/c  ratios  increase  to  a  range  of  from  1.11 
to  1.53.    For  the  Build  Alternates  1  and  2,  the  v/c  ratios'  increase  to  a 
range  of  from  1.03  to  1.29.    Neither  of  these  unsignalized  rotary  options 
is  acceptable  because  the  v/c  ratios  are  too  high  and  because  Alternates  1 
and  2  require  a  traffic  signal  on  Route  2  near  Acorn  Park  roadway  which  is 
unacceptable. 

SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTIONS 

Build  Alternates  3a  and  4  reconfigure  the  rotary  into  a  three-phase 
signalized  intersection  with  a  fourth  leg  coming  from  the  Alewife  Station 
into  the  intersection.    The  EOEA  Certificate  raised  issues  about  lane 
mergings  with  the  DEIR  design  sketch.    Investigations  of  the  traffic  volume 
projections  when  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  left  turn  to  Route  2  outbound 
and  the  interim  access  roadway  straight  movement  to  Route  2  outbound  are 
operating  together  on  the  same  phase  indicates  that  two  moving  lanes  are 
required  for  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  movement  and  one  moving  lane  is 
required  for  the  interim  access  movement. 

The  rotary  has  been  redesigned  to  provide  a  two  lane  plus  one  lane 
into  a  three  lane  farside  exit  which  then  tapers  into  two  lanes  on  Route  2 
outbound  by  the  railroad  bridge.    This  design  modification  has  also  allowed 
for  more  storage  for  waiting  vehicles. 

SIGNALIZED  ROTARIES 

The  issue  has  also  been  raised  as  to  whether  signalizing  the  rotary 
itself  would  provide  a  satisfactory  solution.     Merely  signalizing  the 
existing  rotary  is  totally  unsatisfactory  because  of  poor  storage  and  sight 
distances. 
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The  area  could  be  reconfigured  into  a  better  designed  rotary.    If  it 
is  assumed  that  the  inbound  access  roadway  is  built  and  that  the  outbound 
interim  access  roadway  of  either  Alternate  3a  or  4  is  constructed,  then  the 
rotary  would  have  to  be  operated  as  a  four-phase  traffic  signal.    With  this 
four-legged,  four-phased,  signalized  rotary,  the  v/c  ratios  would  be  1.27 
in  the  morning  and  1.39  in  the  evening. 

Both  of  these  signalized  rotary  options  have  v/c  ratios  which  are 
excessive  and  which  compared  to  the  signalized  intersection  are  deemed 
unacceptable.  In  addition,  the  construction  costs  of  a  new  signalized 
rotary  would  be  similar  to  the  costs  of  a  new  signalized  intersection 
because  of  the  extensive  grading  and  channelization  that  would  be  required. 
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APPENDIX  F 

CALCULATION  OF  MOTOR  VEHICLE  EMISSION  RATES  FOR  CARBON  MONOXIDE 
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APPENDIX  F 


CALCULATION  OF  MOTOR  VEHICLE 
EMISSION  RATES  FOR  CARBON  MONOXIDE 


Worksheet  5  -  Intersection  CO  Dispersion  Analysis,  as  included  in 
Appendix  E  of  the  DEIS,  contained  some  minor  errors.    A  corrected  Worksheet  5  is 
attached. 

The  text  of  Appendix  E  of  the  DEIS  referred  to  six  tables,  but  only 
five  tables  were  included.    Table  6  reads  as  follows: 


TABLE  6 


IDLE  MODE  CORRECTION  FACTORS* 
BY  CALENDAR  YEAR 


Time  Period 
Peak  1-Hour 

Peak  8-Hour 


1984 


1987 


1.55 
1.05 


0.93 
0.64 


*  Correction  factor  is  a  composite  emission  factor  at  5  mph 
(from  M0BILE2)  divided  by  182.5  g/mile,  the  emission 
factor  at  5  mph  for  the  standard  conditions  used  in  the 
Guideline  document,  namely  year  =  1977,  temperature  = 
75  degrees  F,  vehicle  mix  =  100  percent  LDGV,  cold 
start  =  0  percent,  hot  start  =  0  percent. 
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WORKSHEET  5  -  INTERSECTION  CO  DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 


Intersection  "RouT£  Z    /  T^toM  Ax£SS>  fe)A£> 

Case  #____/   Year   .   Averaging  Time    /  Hour 


Line 

NO. 

SymOol 

Input/Units 

Tgf^c  Stream 

1 

SC 

Stability  Class 

2 

U 

Wind  Sneed  (m  s~X) 

\.o 

3 

3 

wind-Road  Angle  (aeg) 

H 

4 

X 

Lateral  Distance  (m) 

10 

5 

Yu 

Maximum  Longitudinal  Distance  (m) 

A/A 

NA- 

6 

Yd 

Minimum  Longitudinal  Distance  (m) 

A/A 

AM 

7 

J 

zo 
Oe 

Initial  Dispersion  (m) 

5 

8 

Excess  Emissions  Rate  (gm'^s*1) 

O 

0 

9 

Qf 

Free  Flow  Emissions  Rate  (gm~'1,s~'1') 

.  o/56 

9a 

Street  Canyon?    Yes  or  no 

DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 

10 

xuCf1 

 ZT-i  

Normalized  Concentration  (10~  m"A) 
Free  Flow 

Soo 

530 

Qf 

Enter  Line  9 

X 

X  X 

X 

11 

X(j 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m    s  ) 

U 

Enter  Line  2 

12 

< 

CO  Concentration  (mg  m~  )  Through 
Emissions 

13 

<UQ~X 

Normalized  Concentration  (For  Yu) 

o 

O 

Oe 

Enter  Line  8 

14 

:<U 

~ 2  —  1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m    s  ) 

u 

Enter  Line  2 

15 

X 

CO  Concentration-"Maximum  Queue" 

o 

O 

16 

<UQ_1 

Normalized  Concentration  (For  Yd) 

o 

D 

Oe 

Enter  Line  8 

X 

X  X 

X 

17 

XU 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m    s  ) 

u 

Enter  Line  2 

13 

X 

CO  Concentration- "Imaginery  Queue" 

*  o 

.  o 

19 

X 

CO  (mg  m"3)  Total 

20 

•< 

CO  Concentration  (opm) —  Total 

/5.0 

OPTIONAL  z-CORRECTION  (Heights  Other  than  1.8m  Above  the  Ground) 

21 

z 

Height  of  Receptor  (m) 

22 

z-Correction  Factor 

23 

< ' 

CO  Concentration  at  Height  z  (mg  m"3) 

24 

X  " 

CO  Concentration  at  Height  z  (ppm) 

Intersection 
Case  #   


WORKSHEET  5  -  INTERSECTION  CO  DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 

'TZovTE  Z  /  TuT&ZfU  ACCESS  &£Ah> 


Line 

no.  Symool 


1 

SC 

2 

u 

3 

3 

a 

X 

5 

Yu 

6 

Yd 

7 

<J 

zo 

8 

Oe 

9 

Of 

9a 

10  <UQ" 

Qf 

11  <U 

u 

12  X 


D  <UQ 
Qe 

la  *u 
u 

15  x 


-1 


16  *UQ" 
Oe 

17  XU 

U 

18  x 


19  K 

20  ( 


Year 


/<??</ 


Averaging  Time    %  Hour 


Input/Units 


Staoility  Class 

wind  Speed  (m  s"1) 

wind-Road  Angle  (deg) 

Lateral  Oistance  (m) 

Maximum  Longitudinal  Oistance  (m) 

Minimum  Longitudinal  Distance  (m) 

Initial  Dispersion  (m) 

Excess  Emissions  Rate  (gm~  *s~  ) 

Free  Flow  Emissions  Rate  (gm'^s-^) 

Street  Canyon?    Yes  or  No 


DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 


Normalized  Concentration  (10~^m~^) 
Free  Flow 

Enter  Line  9 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m  s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration  (mg  m"3)  Through 
Emissions 


Normalized  Concentration  (For  Yu) 
Enter  Line  8 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m  s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration-"Maximum  Queue" 


Traffic  Stream 
It* 


%DO  530 


Normalized  Concentration  (For  Yd) 
Enter  Line  8 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m  s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration-"Imaginery  Queue" 


CO  (mg  m    )  Total 

CO  Concentration  (ppm) —  Total 


o 


;?.93  1**3 


3.0 

IO 

NA 

MA 

NA 

NAr 

O 

O 

.0  110 

.oo%\ 

9.tft 


OPTIONAL  z-CORRECTION  (Heights  Other  than  1.8m  Above  the  Ground) 


21 
22 
23 
24 


Height  of  Receptor  (m) 
z-Correction  Factor 


CO  Concentration  at  Height  z  (mg  m"3) 
CO  Concentration  at  Height  z  (ppm) 


F-5 


WORKSHEET  5  -  INTERSECTION  CO  DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 


Intersection^ 
Case  #  


ffpOTE  2j_JJjyZGiM   Access  £cAfc> 


Year 


Averaging  Time    /  Hour 


Line 

NO.  Symool 

Input/Units 

^            Traffic  Stream 

1  SC 

2  U 

3  3 

4  x 

5  Yu 

6  Yd 

7  a 

zo 

8  Qe 

9  Qf 
•  9a 

Stability  Class 

wind  Speed  (m  s"1) 

wina-Road  Angle  (deg) 

Lateral  Distance  (m) 

Maximum  Longitudinal  Distance  (m) 

Minimum  Longitudinal  Oistance  (m) 

Initial  Dispersion  (m) 

Excess  Emissions  Rate  (gm"1s"1) 

Free  Flow  Emissions  Rate  (gm^s"1) 

Street  Canyon?    Yes  or  No 

1  O 

H  7 

IO  23 

NA  MA 

NA  NA 

o  o 

,0117  .o\\0 

DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 

10  X UQ"1 

Qf 

11  *U 

u 

12  x 

Normalized  Concentration  (KT^tT1) 
Free  Flow 

Enter  Line  9 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m    s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration  (mg  m"3)  Tnrough 
Emissions 

PaPi         c  5L/s 
oUL'        O  oO 

X                         X                         X  X 

T                               i                               7  7 

0  0 

13  ' UQ"1 

Qe 

14  <U 
U 

15  X 

Normalized  Concentration  (For  Yu) 
Enter  Line  8 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m    s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration- "Maximum  Queue" 

o  o 

n  o 

16     <UQ-1    1    Normalized  Concentration  (For  Yd) 

Qe 

17  XU 
U 

18  x 
 > 

Enter  Line  8 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m    s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration-" Imaginery  Queue" 

X                         X                          X  X 

.        0               :  O 

)<-/./£  5-63 

19  X 

20  x 

CO  (mg  m"3)  Total 

CO  Concentration  (pom)—  Total 

OPTIONAL  z-CORRECTION  (Heights  Other  than  1.8m  Above  the  Ground) 

21  z 
22 

23  x" 

24  x' 

Height  of  Receptor  (m) 
z-Correction  Factor 
CO  Concentration  at  Height  z  (mg  m"3) 
CO  Concentration  at  Height  z  (ppm) 

,7-4  ?e 
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Intersection 
Case  #  


WORKSHEET  5  -  INTERSECTION  CO  DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 


Year 


Averaging  Time    ^  Hour 


Line 

No.  SymOol 

Input/Units 

^,            Traffic  Stream 

1  SC 

2  U 

3  3) 

4  X 

5  Yu 

6  Yd 

7  a 

ZO 

3  Qe 
9  Qf 
9a 

Stability  Class 

wind  Speed  (m  s"1) 

wind-Road  Angle  (deg) 

Lateral  Distance  (m) 

Maximum  Longitudinal  Distance  (m) 

Minimum  Longitudinal  Distance  (m) 

Initial  Dispersion  (m) 

-1  -1 

Excess  Emissions  Rate  (gm    s  ) 
Free  Flow  Emissions  Rate  (gm'^s*1) 
Street  Canyon?    Yes  or  No 

 j  •  \j 

 -I  .  -4  

KIA  t*JA 

A/A  A/A 

£ 

O  o 

.0012,  .oo$7 

DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 

10  <UQ  1 

Qf 

11  <u 

u 

12  x 

-3  -i 

Normalized  Concentration  (10    m  ) 
Free  Flow 

Enter  Line  9 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m    s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration  (mg  m~3)  Through 
Emissions 

X                         X                         X  X 

o  o 

13  xuq"1 

Qe 

14  XU 
U 

15  X 

Normalized  Concentration  (For  Yu) 
Enter  Line  8 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m    s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration-"Maximum  Queue" 

O  0 

O  O 

16  XUQ"1 

Qe 

17  <U 

U 

18  x 

Normalized  Concentration  (For  Yd) 
Enter  Line  8 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m"2s~1) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration- "Imaginery  Queue" 

X                         X                          X  X 

.    O     .  O 

i.  oi 

19  X 

20  x 

CO  (mg  m"3)  Total 

CO  Concentration  (ppm) —  Total 

2.1      0.9  ! 

OPTIONAL  z-CORRECTION  (Heights  Other  than  1.8m  Above  the  Ground) 

21  z 
22 

23  X' 

24  x' 

Heignt  of  Receptor  (m) 
z-Correction  Factor 
CO  Concentration  at  Height  z  (mg  m"3) 
CO  Concentration  at  Height  z  (ppm) 

$.0 
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Intersection  

Case  I  3 


WORKSHEET  5  -  INTERSECTION  CO  DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 


1 

SC 

2 

U 

3 

3 

4 

X 

5 

Yu 

6 

Yd 

7 

J 

zo 

8 

Qe 

9 

Qf 

9a 

Line 

NO,  Symool 


10  <UQ" 

Of 

11  *U 

u 

12  X 


13  <UQ 

Qe 

14  XU 
U 

15  X 


-1 


16  *UQ 

Qe 

17  <U 
U 

18  x 


-1 


Year 


Averaging  Time    /  Hour 


Input/Units 


StaOility  Class 

wind  Speed  (m  s"1) 

wind-Road  Angle  (deg) 

Lateral  Oistance  (m) 

Maximum  Longitudinal  Oistance  (m) 

Minimum  Longitudinal  Oistance  (m) 

Initial  Oispersion  (m) 

Excess  Emissions  Rate  (gm'^s"'1") 

Free  Flow  Emissions  Rate  (gm~  s"1) 

Street  Canyon?    Yes  or  No 


7* 

7? 

ISL 

/o 

23 

1? 

NA 

J  67 

AJA 

50 

5 

O 

.0663 

.OIIO 

.0/22 

DISPERSION  ANALYSIS 


Normalized  Concentration  (10~^m~^) 
Free  Flow 

Enter  Line  9 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m  s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration  (mg  m"')  Through 
Emissions 


Normalized  Concentration  (For  Yu) 
Enter  Line  8 

-2  -1 

Normalized  Concentration  (mg  m  s  ) 
Enter  Line  2 

CO  Concentration-"Maximum  Queue" 


Normalized  Concentration  (For  yo) 
Enter  Line  8 

-2  -1 
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MONOGRAPH  ON 
THE  APPLICATION  OF 
TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT 
MEASURES  AS  AN  ELEMENT  OF  THE 
MBTA  ALEWIFE  STATION  INTERIM  ACCESS  PROJECT 


I  BACKGROUND 

This  paper  has  been  prepared  in  response  to  a  request  from  the 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  (p.  6  of  the  Certificate  of  the 
Secretary  on  the  DEIR)  that  the  EOTC  and  MBTA  prepare  a  monograph  outlining 
transportation  systems  management  (TSM)  techniques  they  would  propose  to 
use  to  help  reduce  vehicle  trip  generation  in  the  Alewife  area  during  peak 
hours. 

The  concept  of  transportation  systems  management  evolved  out  of 
the  need  to  make  better  continuing  use  of  existing  transportation  resources 
and  facilities.    This  emphasis  on  TSM  came  about  both  because  of  the 
scarcity  of  capital  available  to  create  replacement  resources  and  facili- 
ties and  because  guidelines  were  required  to  help  establish  priorities 
among  capital  projects.    The  replacement  of  existing  facilities  could  be 
deferred  if  they  could  be  made  to  perform  their  intended  function  more 
adequately  through  the  application  of  management  techniques.    In  addition, 
the  application  of  these  techniques  can  make  new  facilities  function  more 
effectively. 

The  use  and  effectiveness  of  TSM  techniques  have  been  debated  by 
the  Alewife  Transportation  Advisory  Committee  (ATAC)  in  terms  of  their 
application  to  the  Alewife  Station  Interim  Access  project.    In  view  of  the 
projected  traffic  to  be  generated  by  the  Alewife  Station  and  by  land 
development  activities,  it  is  clear  that  ways  must  be  found  to  reduce  peak 
hour  traffic,  particularly  at  the  critical  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Rindge 
Avenue  Extension  intersection.    The  application  of  such  TSM  techniques  as 
requiring  higher  vehicle  occupancy  and  encouraging  a  higher  modal  split 
between  transit  and  autos  would  have  an  effect.    Would  their  application  as 
well  as  the  use  of  other  TSM  measures  be  sufficient  to  reduce  traffic  to 
manageable  proportions  without  the  construction  of  Interim  Access  ramps  to 
the  Station? 

It  is  intended  that  this  monograph  be  included  in  the  Alewife 
Station  Interim  Access  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  as  an  appendix. 
It  is  also  intended  that  the  description  of  the  specific  measures  proposed 
herein  be  incorporated  in  the  body  of  the  FEIR  text  as  an  element  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 
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II  OBJECTIVES 


The  objectives  of  any  Transportation  Systems  Management  techniques 
at  the  Alewife  Station  would  be: 

o      To  assist  the  MBTA  to  realize  its  objective  of  maximizing  the  use  of 
the  station  and  transit  ridership  by  diverting  people  from  autos  to 
transit;  by  facilitating  access  to  the  station  by  pedestrians,  bi- 
cyclists, and  bus  passengers  as  well  as  auto  riders;  and  by  minimiz- 
ing conflicts  between  station  traffic  and  other  traffic  moving  into 
or  through  the  Alewife  area. 

o      To  offer  measures  that  can  be  taken,  without  significant  detriment  to 

their  business  activities,  by  property  owners,  building  managers, 

employers  and  employees  to  reduce  the  number  of  automobiles  entering 
the  Alewife  area. 

III  PROBLEM  DEFINITION 

The  severity  of  traffic  congestion  is  measured  by  traffic  volume  to 
roadway  capacity  ratios  (v/c  ratios).  The  v/c  ratio  is  a  calculation  made  to 
measure  the  level  of  congestion  on  a  highway  or  at  an  intersection.  The 
volume  of  vehicles,  or  "v",  is  the  actual  or  projected  traffic  that  uses  the 
facility.  The  capacity,  or  "c",  is  the  maximum  number  of  vehicles  that  could 
use  the  roadway.  The  v/c  ratio,  then,  is  a  measure  of  how  full  a  facility  is 
compared  to  its  theoretical  capacity.  As  the  v/c  ratio  approaches  a  value  of 
1.0,  the  congestion  levels  increase. 

The  problem  then,  essentially,  is  that  v/c  ratios  are  exceeding  1.0 
at  critical  points  and  at  critical  times.    What  TSM  measures  are  available  and 
how  effective  can  they  be  in  reducing  local  and  through  traffic  volumes  and 
v/c  ratios? 

The  major  constraint  to  accessing  the  Alewife  Station  is  the  inter- 
section of  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  and  Rindge  Avenue  Extension.    This  constraint 
occurs  in  the  morning  peak  hour  and  again  in  the  evening  peak  hour,  which  is 
essentially  a  mirror-image  of  the  AM  peak  hour  problem. 

The  major  impediment  to  a  reduction  of  v/c  levels  at  the  Rindge 
Avenue  intersection  during  the  morning  peak  hour  is  the  right-turn  volume.  If 
the  right-turn  volume  can  be  reduced  from  a  No  Build  Alternative  level  of 
1,845  vehicles  to  a  volume  of  about  750  vehicles,  then  the  station  operates 
well.    With  such  a  reduction  in  right  turns,  the  through  traffic  movements  are 
the  major  constraints  to  smooth  traffic  flow. 

IV  POSSIBLE  TSM  MEASURES 

The  TSM  measures  discussed  by  the  Advisory  Committee  during  the 
preparation  of  the  DEIR  have  been  reorganized  into  two  categories.    The  first 
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category  includes  those  actions  that  could  be  taken  by  the  MBTA.    The  second 
category  incorporates  actions  by  the  employers,  building  owners  and  managers, 
and  employees  in  the  Alewife  area. 

The  transportation  systems  management  techniques  that  could  be  taken 
by  the  MBTA  relate  to: 

o  Garage  opening  strategies 

o  Controlling  use  of  garage  by  vehicle  type 

o  Controlling  use  of  garage  by  time  of  day 

o  Maximizing  use  of  feeder  buses 

o  Authorizing  use  of  Alewife  bus  terminal  by  private  carriers  and 

community  bus  systems 

o  Developing  a  system  of  satellite  parking  areas 

o  Maintaining  dependable  subway  service 

The  traffic  control  techniques  that,  to  be  effective,  require  the 
sustained  and  widespread  cooperation  of  Alewife  area  employers  and  building 
owners  and  managers  as  well  as  employees  include: 

o      Use  of  carpools,  vanpools,  shuttle  buses,  shared  taxis  and 

subscription  buses 
o       Encouraging  tenants  with  low  demands  for  parking 
o       Controlling  parking  spaces  by  vehicle  type 
o       Controlling  parking  by  time  of  day 
o      Use  of  flexible  work  schedules 

A.      MBTA  Actions 

A  basic  purpose  of  the  extension  of  the  Red  Line  to  Alewife  is  to 
reduce  automobile  commuting  to  and  congestion  in  the  downtown  core.    Most  of 
the  automobile  commuting  occurs  during  the  peak  hours.    Therefore  a  fundamen- 
tal objective  in  the  use  of  the  Alewife  Garage  is  to  get  as  many  cars  as 
possible  off  the  streets  and  into  the  garage  during  the  AM  peak  period.  To 
encourage  garage  use,  both  AM  access  into  it  and  PM  egress  from  it  should  be 
as  free  flowing  as  possible. 

A  second  major  objective  of  the  MBTA  is  to  maximize  transit  ridership. 
More  riders  are  obtained  from  high- occupancy  vehicles  (HOVs)  than  low-occupancy 
vehicles  (LOVs).    If  the  garage  proves  so  successful  that  it  is  filled  early 
in  the  AM  peak  period  then,  if  they  can  be  proven  to  be  cost-effective,  steps 
could  be  taken  to: 

o      Give  priority  to  high-occupancy  vehicles 

o       Encourage  occupants  of  low-occupancy  vehicles  to  join  others  in 
high-occupancy  vehicles 

A  third  objective  of  the  MBTA  is  to  derive  as  high  a  proportion  of 
its  income  from  revenues  as  possible,  consistent  with  its  broader  needs  to 
conform  to  public  policies.    Pricing  strategies  for  the  garage  therefore  become 
an  important  element.    High  prices  would  reduce  demand;  low  prices  would  in- 
crease demand.    The  relationship  between  garage  revenues,  transit  ridership 
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revenues,  number  of  cars  (and  occupants)  diverted  from  the  highways  and 
transit  ridership  need  to  be  constantly  assessed. 

Garage  Opening  Strategy  -  Experience  with  other  new  garages  has  shown 
that  it  will  probably  take  some  months  for  the  garage  traffic  to  build  up  to 
capacity.    During  that  time  the  MBTA  would  monitor  the  garage  activity  to  build 
up  base  information  about  auto-occupancy  rates,  percent  of  spaces  occupied  by 
incremental  15  minute  periods,  and  the  like.    One  or  more  surveys  of  all  board- 
ing transit  riders  and/or  occupants  of  vehicles  entering  the  garage  would  be 
useful  in  developing  this  data  base  concerning  activity  under  uncontrolled 
circumstances. 

Controlling  Use  of  Garage  by  Time  of  Day  -  This  technique  has  been 
discussed  by  the  ATAC  and  by  others  as  a  means  to  reduce  peak  hour  congestion. 
It  is  reasoned  that  if,  say,  only  1,000  spaces  were  permitted  to  be  used  during 
the  AM  peak  period,  the  number  of  right  turns  from  Alewife  Brook  Parkway  into 
Rindge  Avenue  Extension  could  be  cut  in  half  during  the  AM  peak,  because  the 
second  1,000  drivers  would  soon  learn  that  garage  space  is  not  available  to  them. 
However,  the  result  would  be  that  this  second  1,000  would  remain  part  of  the 
through  traffic  passing  through  the  Rindge  Avenue  intersection  or  using  by-pass 
streets  through  Belmont.    Alternatively,  if  they  are  determined  to  take  some 
advantage  of  the  accessibility  of  the  Alewife  station,  they  would  drop-off  pas- 
sengers there  and  continue  on  their  journey  to  work.    They  would  then  be  making 
turning  movements  at  the  Rindge  Avenue  Extension-Alewife  Brook  Parkway  twice 
during  the  AM  peak. 

Use  of  this  technique  would  thus  be  counter  productive  and  inconsis- 
tent with  the  MBTA's  objectives  of  removing  AM  peak  hour  traffic  from  the 
streets  and  maximizing  transit  ridership.    The  MBTA  should  encourage  the  full 
use  of  the  2,000  spaces  in  the  garage  as  early  as  possible  after  opening,  and 
should  encourage  AM  peak  hour  drivers  to  use  it. 

Then,  as  the  garage  approaches  capacity,  other  selected  TSM  techniques 
could  be  imposed. 

HOV  Garage  Priority  -  As  the  garage  reaches  capacity,  a  proportion  of 
the  spaces  could  be  reserved  for  use  by  HOVs  exclusively,  or  LOVs  could  be  charged 
a  higher  per  vehicle  fee.    Each  technique  could  be  tried,  but  not  in  combination, 
to  ascertain  their  effectiveness.    The  ratio  of  spaces  allocated  or  the  differ- 
ential in  fees  would  be  largely  a  matter  of  trial  and  error,  but  it  should  be 
kept  in  mind  that  the  objectives  of  the  tests  are  to  increase  ridership,  to  keep 
the  garage  fully  occupied,  and  to  increase  revenues  to  at  least  cover  policing 
and  other  costs  associated  with  administering  such  a  program. 

Encouraging  LOV  Occupants  to  Join  HOV  Pools  -  This  is  not  an  objective 
easily  achieved  because  of  the  wide  variations  in  individuals'  time  demands, 
schedule  irregularities,  travel  patterns  and  life  styles.    This  technique  would 
make  greater  use  of  existing  Caravan,  Inc.  resources.    It  would  expand  current 
E0TC  and  MBTA  efforts  to: 

o      Work  through  large  Boston  and  Cambridge  employers  to  reach 
employees  either  driving  to  work  or  using  MBTA  garages  and 
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explore  ways  in  which  they  might  be  induced  to  begin  their 
HOV  journey  closer  to  home.    Of  course,  the  most  feasible  HOV 
mode  in  some  instances  might  be  one  which  would  use  the  bus 
terminal  rather  than  the  garage. 

o      Work  through  local  community  groups  to  organize  carpools  or 
vanpools  through  neighborhood  associations,  churches,  or  local 
transportation  committees. 

Again,  this  program  involves  continuing  additional  adminstrative  costs 
which  must  be  taken  into  account  when  evaluating  program  effectiveness. 

Bus  Service  -  As  indicated  above,  exploration  of  techniques  for 
increasing  the  ratio  of  HOVs  may  reveal  that  bus  service  may  be  found  more 
attractive  for  some  than  carpools  or  vanpools  if  the  bus  service  could  be 
tailored  to  meet  their  needs. 

The  Lexington  Transportation  Advisory  Committee  has  already  approached 
the  MBTA  about  the  possibility  of  running  a  Lexpress  route  to  Alewife. 

The  current  Northwest  Corridor  MBTA  bus  study  recognizes  that  the  bus 
network  needs  to  be  designed  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  potential  riders,  not  just 
those  destined  for  the  Red  Line.    For  example,  many  northwest  corridor  residents 
whose  destination  is  the  Harvard  Square  area  may  prefer,  for  both  cost  and  con- 
venience reasons,  to  take  a  single  vehicle  bus  ride  from  their  home  neighborhood 
direct  to  Harvard  Square  without  the  extra  transfer  and  extra  fare  at  Alewife. 
With  many  present  bus  system  riders  continuing  to  use  a  direct  to  Harvard  Square 
route,  new,  less  crowded  service  to  Alewife  should  attract  additional  riders 
over  those  now  using  buses. 

Subway  Service  -  Equipment  or  track  failures,  signal  and  communica- 
tions breakdowns,  and  delays  caused  by  other  circumstances  have  produced  a 
deterioration  in  service,  and  perhaps  more  importantly,  in  peoples  perception 
of  the  Red  Line  as  a  dependable  line.    Several  current  actions  of  the  MBTA  are 
designed  to  assure  increased  total  system  dependability.    These  include,  among 
other  things,  the  rebuild  of  the  existing  fleet,  the  ordering  of  54  new  cars, 
the  lengthening  of  all  platforms  to  permit  six-car  operation,  and  upgrading 
the  power  distribution  system. 

The  progress  of  these  programs  should  be  monitored  to  assess  the 
effectiveness  of  these  measures.    Early  warning  alarms  should  be  sounded  as 
necessary  to  encourage  adjustments  aimed  at  increasing  effectiveness  or  to 
prompt  the  introduction  of  additional  remedial  measures. 

Satell ite  Parking  -  In  the  Boston  metropolitan  area,  with  its  one 
vehicle  ride  to  downtown  by  commuter  rail,  express  bus  or  rapid  transit  being 
available  in  so  many  corridors,  the  concept  of  satellite  parking  requiring  a 
bus  shuttle  faces  competition  as  an  acceptable  travel  mode.    Nevertheless,  the 
MBTA  has  an  active  parking  program  which  includes  the  creation  of  satellite 
facilities.    Two  locations  currently  being  examined  are  the  St.  Camillus  church 
parking  lot  on  Route  2  and  the  former  Arlington  Heights  bus  yard  on  Massachusetts 
Avenue. 
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Locations  which  would  be  served  by  express  bus  to  Boston  or  Cambridge 
and  by  shuttle  buses  or  vanpools  to  suburban  industrial  complexes  as  well  as  a 
shuttle  to  Alewife,  would  probably  prove  most  popular. 

B.      Alewife  Employers  Actions 

To  this  point,  the  TSM  discussion  has  been  limited  to:    a)  taking 
peak-hour  through  traffic  off  the  highway  and  putting  it  into  the  Alewife 
garage,  b)  when  competition  for  garage  space  intensifies,  giving  priority  to 
higher-occupancy  vehicles,  and  c)  having  people  start  their  mass  transit 
journey  further  out  and  either  transfer  from  one  mass  transit  mode  to  another 
at  Alewife,  or  by-pass  Alewife  entirely. 

The  Alewife  station  and  garage  are  at  the  apex  of  an  area  of  intense 
development  activity.    By  1987,  assuming  the  full  development  projections,  the 
Alewife  station  and  garage  will  be  generating  only  25  percent  of  the  total 
peak-hour  street  traffic  generated  by  activities  in  the  Alewife  area. 

To  permit  the  whole  Alewife  area  to  function,  a  transportation  systems 
management  program  must  also  seek  ways  of  limiting  and  managing  development 
traffic  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  local  and  regional  objectives  of  en- 
couraging jobs  and  tax-paying  land  uses. 

Transit  Ridership  -  Employees  should  be  encouraged  to  use  transit  to 
and  from  work.    Job  opportunities  should  be  advertised  in  the  newspapers  of 
communities  served  by  transit  lines  routed  to  Alewife.    Passholders  could 
receive  bonuses  or  benefits  of  some  nature  from  their  employers,  such  as 
employers  participating  in  the  costs  of  employee  passes.    The  MBTA  is  cons- 
tantly working  with  employers  to  encourage  transit  and  pass  use. 

Carpools  and  Vanpools  -  Alewife  area  employees  should  be  encouraged 
to  avail  themselves  of  services  provided  by  Caravan,  Inc. 

Shuttle  Bus,  Shared  Taxi,  Subscription  Bus  -  With  the  Alewife  Termi- 
nal in  place,  the  applicability  of  these  modes  would  be  less  than  for  areas 
not  as  well  served  by  transit.    Nevertheless,  employers  should  be  encouraged 
to  identify  situations  in  which  they  may  prove  to  be  applicable,  such  as  the 
A.  D.  Little  shuttle  to  Belmont  Center. 

Parking  Controls  -  Each  business  in  the  area  could  probably  benefit 
from  some  procedures  for  controlling  parking  in  the  areas  assigned  to  them. 
Certainly  carpools  and  vanpools  should  be  assured  of  spaces,  as  shnuld  flex- 
time  workers  who  arrive  after  the  morning  peak.    Businesses  have  had  long 
experience  in  developing  and  maintaining  parking  controls,  and  Alewife  busi- 
nesses should  be  encouraged  to  use  the  most  effective  applicable  techniques. 

Flexible  Work  Schedules  -  Coordinating  efforts  among  the  various 
businesses  in  the  area  to  develop  flexible  work  schedules  appropriate  to  their 
own  needs  should  be  encouraged.    The  MBTA  has  information  on  and  promotes  the 
use  of  flexible  work  schedules. 
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Reduced  Parking  Demand  -  Community  policy,  through  zoning,  already 
assumes  the  area  will  be  occupied  by  businesses  with  lower  than  average  parking 
demand.    Whether  this  level  of  demand  can  be  reduced  further  by  offering  rental, 
tax  or  other  incentives,  needs  further  analysis  by  building  owner  and  manager 
and  community  representatives. 

V    THE  EFFECTIVENESS  OF  TSM  MEASURES 

The  foregoing  section  described  several  TSM  techniques  that  are  being 
or  could  be  applied  in  the  Alewife  area.    Experience  elsewhere  indicates  that 
some  of  these  measures  have  proven  more  effective  than  others. 

The  more  general  effects  of  TSM  strategies  were  investigated  for  the 
U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation  by  A.  M.  Voorhees,  Inc.  and  described  in  a 
report  entitled,  TSM,  An  Assessment  of  Impacts,  dated  November  1978.    An  ab- 
stract of  the  summary  of  work  trip  changes  found  by  that  study  to  be  due  to  the 
implementation  of  classes  of  TSM  strategies  is  shown  in  Table  1  at  the  end  of 
this  report. 

If  the  TSM  actions  described  earlier  for  application  at  Alewife  were 
grouped  in  the  classes  investigated  by  Voorhees,  the  following  groups  would 
result. 

Class  A  -  Actions  Which  Reduce  Travel  Demand 
Maximizing  use  of  feeder  buses. 

Authorizing  use  of  Alewife  bus  terminal  by  private  carriers  and 

community  bus  systems. 
Developing  a  system  of  satellite  parking  areas. 
Maintaining  dependable  subway  service. 
Use  of  carpools,  vanpools,  shuttle  buses,  shared  taxis  and 

subscription  buses. 

Class  B  -  Actions  Which  Enhance  Highway  Supply 

Use  of  flexible  work  schedules. 

Class  C  -  Actions  Which  Reduce  Demand  and  Degrade  Supply 

Controlling  use  of  garage  by  vehicle  type. 
Controlling  use  of  garage  by  time  of  day. 
Encouraging  tenants  with  low  demand  for  parking. 
Controlling  parking  spaces  by  vehicle  type. 
Controlling  parking  by  time  of  day. 

Class  D  -  Actions  Which  Reduce  Demand  and  Enhance  Supply 

Class  D,  like  Class  C,  also  is  related  to  giving  preference  to  HOVs , 
but  without  reducing  the  number  of  lanes  available  to  general  traffic. 
The  HOV  preferential  treatment  proposed  for  the  Alewife  area  would  be 
a  Class  D  action  concerning  the  use  of  the  highways  and  a  Class  C 
action  concerning  the  use  of  parking  areas. 


G-10 


Essentially,  the  Voorhees  study  finds  that  the  most  effective  TSM 
actions  are  those  that  enhance  the  supply  and  attractiveness  of  transit  and 
other  HOVs,  that  reduce  the  number  of  highway  lanes  available  to  general  traffic 
and  that  make  it  difficult  for  auto  drivers  to  find  a  place  to  park  at  their 
destination. 

It  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  the  Voorhees  study  is  for  an  urban  area 
as  a  whole.    To  be  fully  effective,  the  TSM  controls  must  be  applied  region-wide. 
The  important  place  to  apply  parking  controls  is  in  the  regional  core,  and  the 
transit  improvements  involved  must  serve  the  regional  core. 

In  this  perspective,  the  projects  of  several  agencies  have  applied  an 
effective  set  of  TSM  measures  at  Alewife: 

o      The  Red  Line  will  serve  the  regional  core. 

o      The  Alewife  terminal  will  be  served  by  a  feeder  bus  system. 

o       The  reduction  of  highway  capacity  from  expressway  standards  to  parkway 
standards  at  Alewife  reduces  the  number  of  inbound  lanes  available  to 
general  traffic. 

o      The  City  of  Cambridge's  land  use  and  zoning  controls  include  stringent 
controls  over  the  amount  of  parking  permitted. 

The  most  effective  additional  TSM  measures  applied  at  Alewife  would 
be  those  that  would  support  and  enhance  the  above  measures,  and  as  the  Voorhees 
study  demonstrates,  the  most  promising  measures  would  be  to  encourage  higher 
vehicle  occupancy.    The  Voorhees  study  also  suggests  that  if  a  combination  of 
TSM  strategies  were  applied,  the  reduction  in  vehicle  miles  traveled  would  be 
less  than  12  percent. 

How  do  these  findings  relate  to  the  Build  and  No  Build  options  for 
the  Interim  Access  roads?    Since  the  right  turn  volumes  into  Rindge  Avenue 
Extension  in  the  morning  (and  the  left  turn  out  of  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  in 
the  evening)  are  the  predominant  constraints  on  the  station/garage  operation, 
the  effects  of  the  use  of  TSM  techniques  on  these  movements  will  be  examined. 

V.      COMPARATIVE  ANALYSIS  OF  BUILD  AND  NO-BUILD  ALTERNATIVES  USING  TSM  TECHNIQUES 

A.      Base  Case:  No  Build-No  Additional  TSM 

The  traffic  analysis  at  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Rindge  Avenue  Exten- 
sion intersection,  under  the  Base  Case  or  No  Build/No  Additonal  TSM  option, 
yield  the  following  summary  information  concerning  the  AM  right  turn  into 
Rindge  Avenue  Extension: 

MBTA  Traffic  1,023 
Triangle  Traffic  822 

Total  Traffic  1,845 
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The  term  No  Additional  TSM  is  used  in  describing  this  Base  Case 
because,  as  pointed  out  earlier,  the  transit  highway  and  development  projects 
in  the  Alewife  area  already  have  some  TSM  measures  incorporated. 

B.  No  Build  with  Prototypical  TSM 

According  to  the  Voorhees  study,  the  application  of  all  categories 
of  TSM  actions  except  those  that  enhance  the  highway  supply  would  result  in  a 
reduction  of  11.9  percent  in  vehicles  miles  traveled.    If  that  percentage  were 
applied  to  the  number  of  vehicles,  rather  than  VMT,  the  AM  right  turn  traffic 
into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  would  be  reduced  as  follows: 

No  Build 

Base  Case        Reduction  Prototypical  TSM 

Base  Traffic  1,023  122  901 

Triangle  Traffic  822  98  724 

Total  Traffic  1,845  220  1,625 

The  use  of  TSM  actions  which  enhance  the  highway  supply  were  not 
included  in  this  calculation  because  they  increase  the  vehicle  miles  traveled. 
One  such  TSM  action  -  flexible  work  hours  -  is  however  proposed  for  application 
at  Alewife. 

It  should  also  be  pointed  out  that  some  of  the  prototypical  TSM 
measures  evaluated  by  Voorhees  are  already  incorporated  in  Alewife  projects. 
The  11.9  percent  reduction  in  VMT  is  therefore  probably  unreal istically  high, 

C.  No  Build  with  Extraordinary  TSM 

The  traffic  studies  made  of  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Rindge  Avenue 
Extension  intersection  have  found  that  for  the  right  turn  to  be  free  flowing, 
the  number  of  turning  vehicles  should  not  exceed  750  during  the  AM  peak  hour. 

As  has  been  demonstrated,  the  TSM  actions,  as  identified,  are  in- 
sufficient to  reduce  right  turn  traffic  volumes  to  a  free  flowing  condition. 
The  most  effective  TSM  strategies  are  those  which  increase  vehicle  occupancy 
rates  and  transit  market  share  or  modal  split.    This  leads  to  the  question  as 
to  what  vehicle  occupancy  rates  and  modal  splits  are  necessary  to  reduce  right 
turn  movements  to  the  capacity  of  the  intersection. 

The  TSM  strategy  that  MBTA  could  most  easily  implement,  theoretically 
at  least,  is  that  relating  to  vehicle  occupancy. 

For  the  DEIR,  1,000  park-ride  vehicles  were  estimated  to  enter  in  the 
morning  peak  hour  with  an  assumed  vehicle  occupancy  of  1.3  persons  per  vehicle 
or  some  1,300  transit  passengers.    This  is  comparable  to  the  actual  experience 
at  Wellington  Station.    If  the  strategy  were  to  admit  only  entering  vehicles 
with  2  (or  more)  persons  per  vehicle,  the  AM  right  turn  traffic  into  Rindge 
Avenue  Extension  would  be  reduced  as  follows: 
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No  Build 

Base  Case        Reduction        Extraordinary  TSM  #1 

MBTA  Traffic  1,023  358  665 

Triangle  Traffic  822  0*  822 

Total  Traffic  1,845  358  1,487 

*  This  TSM  control  effects  garage  traffic  only. 

If  no  vehicles  were  admitted  to  the  garage  with  fewer  than  3  occupants, 
the  right  turn  traffic  reductions  would  be: 

No  Build 

Base  Case        Reduction        Extraordinary  TSM  #2 

MBTA  Traffic  1,023  580  443 

Triangle  Traffic  822  0  822 

Total  Traffic  1,845  580  1,265 

It  is  clear  that  a  TSM  strategy  which  impacts  garage  traffic  only  is 
insufficient  if  the  right  turn  movements  into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension  is  to  be 
reduced  to  750  vehicles  in  the  AM  peak  hour.    Figure  1  shows  a  set  of  vehicle 
occupancy  ratio  and  mode  share  assumptions.    It  reveals  that  right  turn  move- 
ments of  all  vehicles  with  fewer  than  3  occupants  destined  for  either  the 
triangle  or  the  garage  would  have  to  be  prohibited  and  the  transit  mode  share 
would  have  to  increase  to  40  percent  before  the  following  reductions  could 
occur: 

No  Build 

Base  Case        Reduction        Extraordinary  TSM  #3 

MBTA  Traffic  1,023  580  443 

Triangle  Traffic  822  517  305 

Total  Traffic  1,845  1,097  748 

These  volumes  represent  a  59  percent  reduction  in  traffic  volumes  or 
approximately  5  times  what  might  be  expected  from  the  application  of  the  TSM 
measures  according  to  the  Vorhees  Study. 

Although,  useful  to  incorporate  in  an  evaluation  of  alternative 
approaches,  this  extraordinary  TSM  measures  option  contains  several  serious  flaws 

1)  Unless  equally  stringent  controls  are  placed  over  freedom  of  movement 
on  the  street  between  Alewife  and  the  regional  core  and  over  parking  in  the 
regional  core,  the  low  occupancy  vehicles  turned  away  from  the  garage  would  join 
the  through  traffic  into  the  core  and  vehicle  miles  traveled  would  not  be  reduced 

2)  There  is  no  precedent  for  policing  vehicle  occupancy  at  an  inter- 
section with  a  v/c  ratio  of  1.35  during  the  peak  period.    But  such  policing 
would  be  required  if  low  occupancy  vehicles  were  to  be  prohibited  from  entering 
the  triangle  from  Alewife  Brook  Parkway. 
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3)  Justification  for  the  assumption  that  the  mode  split  could  be 
increased  from  30  percent  to  40  percent  has  not  been  established. 


4)     If  the  rate  of  flow  of  vehicles  into  the  garage  is  reduced  to  443 
in  the  AM  peak  hour,  the  2,000  spaces  in  the  garage  could  not  be  filled  during 
the  AM  peak  period.    This  would  result  in  empty  garage  spaces  which  would  mean 
that  prospective  transit  riders  had  been  denied  the  opportunity.    Thus,  this 
strategy  would  be  counter  to  the  objective  of  encouraging  transit  use. 

D.      Build  Alternative  4  -  No  Additional  TSM 

If  the  Preferred  Alternative  were  to  be  built  and  no  additional  TSM 
measures  applied,  the  reduction  in  AM  peak  hour  right  turn  movements  into  Rindge 
Avenue  Extension  would  be  as  follows: 

Base  Case        Reduction        Build/No  TSM 

MBTA  Traffic  1,023  673  350 

Triangle  Traffic  822  550  272 

Total  Traffic  1,845  1,223  622 

As  Figure  2  shows,  further  reductions  in  right  turn  movements  could 
be  achieved  if  the  vehicle  occupancy  controls  were  imposed  over  garage  traffic. 
Such  an  imposition  might  be  justified  as  a  means  for  increasing  transit  rider- 
ship,  but  for  purposes  of  freeing  up  the  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Rindge  Avenue 
Extension  intersection,  it  would  not  be  necessary. 

VI  CONCLUSIONS 

An  imposing  set  of  Transportation  Systems  Management  measures  are 
being  applied  at  the  Alewife  area.    These  include  the  Red  Line,  the  feeder  bus 
system,  the  reduction  in  number  of  travel  lanes  available  to  traffic  moving 
from  Route  2  to  Alewife  Brook  Parkway,  and  the  stringent  parking  controls 
imposed  by  the  City  of  Cambridge. 

The  full  utilization  of  the  garage  is  essential  as  a  support  of  those 
TSM  measures  and  as  an  additional  measure  that  would  be  effective  in  reducing 
vehicle  miles  traveled.    From  the  foregoing  analysis,  it  is  clear  that  the 
garage  and  station  can  best  be  served  by  direct  means  of  access  and  egress  which 
avoid  the  use  of  the  critical  Alewife  Brook  Parkway-Rindge  Avenue  Extension 
intersection. 

Although  not  of  great  value  in  assuring  the  full  use  of  the  garage, 
additional  TSM  measures  are  available  as  described  in  this  report.  Their  in- 
creased use  in  the  Alewife  area  could  be  beneficial  as  a  brake  on  an  increase 
in  future  traffic  volumes. 

Within  the  MBTA  garage,  however,  if  vehicle  occupancy  controls  are 
introduced,  they  should  be  used  to  increase  transit  ridership,  not  reduce 
traffic  volumes.    The  full  use  of  the  Alewife  garage  by  transit  users  is  an 
important  element  in  the  overall  Transportation  Systems  Management  program 
for  the  Boston  metropolitan  area. 
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TABLE  1 


IMPACT  OF  TSM  ACTION  CLASSES  ON  WORK  TRIP  VMT  AND  TRAVEL  TIME 
FOR  PROTOTYPICAL  URBAN  AREA  OF  ONE  MILLION  PEOPLE 

Work  Trip  Changes  After 
Equilibrium  is  Reached 

 (in  percent)  

TSM  Strategy  VMT  Travel  Time 

Class  A,  Exclusive  of  Pricing  -5.3  -5.3 

Actions  Which  Reduce  Travel  Demand 

Ridersharing, 
Transit  improvement, 
Bicycle  facilities, 
Paratransit, 
Pricing  incentives 

Pricing  Actions  Alone  -2.4  -2.4 


Class  B  +0.6  -9.4 

Actions  Which  Enhance  Highway  Supply 

Traffic  engineering, 
Freeway  management, 
Truck  restrictions, 
Flexitime 


Class  C  -6.0  -4.9 

Actions  Which  Reduce  Demand  and 
Degrade  Supply 

Preferential  treatment  of 

HOV  (take-a-lane), 
Auto  restricted  zones, 
Parking  management 


Class  D  -0.6 
Actions  Which  Reduce  Demand  and 
Enhance  Supply 

Preferential  treatment  of  HOV 


Combined  Strategies 

Class  A,  B,  &  D  -5.4  -16.1 

Class  A,  C,  &  D  -11.9  -11.6 

Class  A,  B,  C,  &  D  -11.4  -21.0 


Source:    TSM,  An  Assessment  of  Impacts 
Prepared  for  the  USDOT 
by  A.  M.  Voorhees,  Inc. 
November  1978 
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NO  BUILD  ALTERNATE 
Combined  Effects  of  Mode  Split  and  Vehicle  Occupancy 


on 


AM  Right  Turn  into  Rindge  Avenue  Extension 
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Base  Conditions 

30%  -  transit  mode  split 

1.3  -  vehicle  occupancy  ratio 


A . B .  Parkway 


Traffic  Volume  Projections 


Transit 

Mode 
Share 

Type 
of 
Traffic 

Vehicle  Occupancy  Ratio 

1.3 

2.0 

2.0 

3.0 

30% 

MBTA 

Triangle 

Total 

1023  • 

822 
1845 

615 
533 
1148 

532 
427 
961 

443 
356 
799 

40% 

MBTA 

Triangle 

Total 

1023 
703 
1726 

615 
458 
1073 

532 
366 
898 

443 
305 
(748? 

50% 

MBTA 

Triangle 

Total 

1023 
587 
1610 

615 
381 
996 

532 
305 
837 

443 
254 
(697) 

60% 

MBTA 

Triangle 

Total 

1023 
469 
1492 

615 
305 
920 

532 
244 
776 

443 
203 
(64JL> 

Notes:   -  No  Build  Alternate  has  an  AM  right  turn  of  184  5 

-  The  Right  Turn  should  be  less  than  750  to  minimize 
right  turn  blockage 

-  Alternate  4  has  an  AM  right  turn  of  622,  with  a 
30%  M.S.   and  a  1.3  V.O. 

-  To  get  the  No  Build  Right  Turn  to  less  than  750, 
need  M.S.    &  V.O.  combinations  as  shown  circled 
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